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Foreword

From the earliest years of its existence the Association of
American Colleges has been concerned with the place of the
church-related college in American society. Although the fact
that such institutions were instrumental in founding the Associa-
tion might serve to explain that concern, there is a more funda-
mental reason why the Association has continued to examine the
role of these institutions and to support their continuing viability.
That reason is simply the conviction that something very impor-
tant would be lost in the total spectrum of American higher
education were they to pass out of existence: that is, the religious
values which gave rise to the tradition of liberal learning in this
country.

The growing movement toward secularization in the fifties
and sixties, however, encouraged both by segments of the aca-
demic and ecclesiastical world, have given rise to uncertainty and
confusion in many quarters as to the distinctiveness and unique-
ness of the church-related college. Moreover, many have raised
the question whether, in fact, these institutions serve the public
good and whether it is in the public interest to continue to
encourage the relationship between college and church.

It was with these questions in mind that the Association’s
Commission on Religion in Higher Education decided to hold a
conference on The Contribution of the Church-Related College
to the Public Good. The Commission believed that persons from
a wide spectrum of the church-related college community and the
churches should be involved in an examination of the issue. It
was decided, therefore, to invite faculty, students, administrators,
trustees, church board executives, and a few other interested
persons to participate.
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With the generous cooperation of The Johnson Foundation
of Racine, Wisconsin, the conference was held at Wingspread, the
Foundation’s conference center in Racine, on December 8—10,
1969. Approximately fifty persons convened for the two-day
session. A major research paper was prepared on the historical
background of the issue by Dr. Charles E. Peterson, Jr., Asso-
ciate Professor of Education at Ohio University. Other papers
were contributed by Dr. Joseph P. Kelly of Webster College,
Dr. Charles S. McCoy of the Pacific School of Religion, and
Dr. Wesley A. Hotchkiss of the United Church of Christ. These
papers, and the responses by friendly critics, are reproduced in
this little volume in the hope that they will enable a wider
audience to share in the examination of the issues which absorbed
the conferees.

Although the issues were not finally resolved by the con-
ference at Wingspread, it is our conviction that light has been shed
on them and that we have been moved forward substantially in
our understanding of the alternatives for church-related higher
education.

Frederic W. Ness
President
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Introductory Remarks
William Graham Cole

I’'ve observed on other occasions that as one looks at the
spectrum of American higher education we find that there are
four fairly easily distinguishable bands. At the one extreme is the
totally secular institution. Some of the public colleges and uni-
versities are banned by law from taking any public position with
respect to religious values or religious commitment of any sort,
any attachment or affiliation with any ecclesiastical body. They
are totally and completely secular. On the other extreme there is
what one might refer to as the parochial school, the parochial
college, which sees as its particular function not only carrying on
the educational process but also makes no bones about the fact
that it 1s in business to convert its students to a particular stance,
a particular posture, of faith and commitment and to a relation-
ship with an ecclesiastical body. Moving in one band from the
right one comes to what might be called the Christian college.
This is an institution which does not necessarily have any relation-
ship with a particular church body, and yet nonetheless maintains
a certain Christian ethos. It may or may not at one time have
been affiliated with a church. Princeton was founded under
Presbyterian auspices. Smith or Williams, on the other hand,
although they came out of the Congregationalist tradition in New
Engiand, never were associated in any official or formal way with
any church body, and yet these institutions do maintain a chapel;
they employ a chaplain;—there is a certain Christian ethos about
them, a certain commitment in the larger sense to the Judeo-
Christian tradition. And then as one moves in one band from
the other side one comes to the church-related college which
shares with the Christian college and the secular institution a pri-
mary commitment to education as its task, but shares with the
parochial institution an affiliation with a particular denomination.
It is proud of the heritage which lies in its past.

Now the movement on this spectrum across the last three.
hundred and thirty-three years since Harvard was founded in
1636, the movement on this spectrum has been all in the direc-

tion of secularization. The day, obviously, of the founding of
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new church institutions is pretty well over. Many of the older
church institutions are moving either to become Christian colleges
or becoming totally secular and the question which of course
confronts all of us today is whether this is a good or a bad thing;
for other institutions it may prove to be a bad thing. The purpose
of this consultation is to try to discuss some of the issues that are
involved here. To what extent is it to the public good that
church-related institutions go out of business and become either
Christian institutions in the broader sense or go totally secular?
To what extent is it in the public good to maintain the diversity
which has always characterized American higher education in
contrast to most of the European countries, for example?

It was against the background of this question that this
consultation was planned by the Commission starting well over
a year ago. We thought it would be worthwhile, not only for the
participants, but for some light which hopefully would be shed,
beyond the narrow group of people gathered here, in the realm
of church-related higher education and -in the realm of higher
education at large. So we hope to look at this against the back-
ground of the historical situation, looking at institutions which
have gone one route or the other, and we hope to consider quite
seriously the position of those who think this will be a great loss
to the public good if the church-related institution disappears and

to consider with equal seriousness the point of view of those who
believe that it would be a great gain. 1 am hopeful that with the

leadership we have here that this is going to be a very fruitful
time not only for us, but hopefully will be of some use for the
higher educational community at large.



The Church Related College:
Whence Before Whither*

Charles E. Peterson, Jr.

It is provocative, not to say paradoxical, to be concerned
with the history of the church-related college in the age of the
“now’” generation. In many of its aspects the current world of
higher education is anti-historical. “Tell it like it is,”” we say, not
like it was. 1 take it that no extensive justification of an historical
approach to the problem of ‘““The Church-Related College and the
Public Good™ is necessary; it is the sense that we are both the
inheritors and the victims of our past as church-related institu-
tions that brings us together at all.

What service do we require of history? Most of us would
disallcw Henry Ford’s contention that history is ““bunk,” but
would we be more receptive to this interpretation of the past:

. the church-related college has stood historically against the very

factors which have gnawed at the foundations of great civilizations
and brought great countries to their knees.

The church-related colleges have stood and will stand as the legions
of historians, legislators, and educators continue to pass by. They will
fail when democracy itself fails—when it is wrong to work hard, to
make a profit, to accept responsibility, to be philanthropic, to pray,
to determine right from wrong, to be concerned for one’s fellowman,
and to challenge.’?
1 suspect we would shrink back from embracing either extreme,
neither claiming that history has shown us to be the seat of all
virtue and the salvation of the republic, nor discarding institu-
tional reminiscences as worthless.

The fall-out of history comes to have more significance if
seen in the light of the Maryland case where one college of four
was judged to be free of church relatedness to the degree that
financial aid might be secured. The so-called Connecticut case

*In the interests of readability 1 have attempted to document sparingly, though the
topic suggests a much more complete annotation.

1Brown, Robert W., writing in the Methodist publication Trusree, March 1969.



involving four Roman Catholic institutions is still pending, but
the same issues of historic and present sectarianism are at stake.

The recent New York legislation commonly known as the
Bundy law provides one more evidence of current legislative
thought on an institution’s historic fealty to its sponsoring de-
nomination. The principle here is significant for future action
between church and state. But the financial grants made directly
to the fifty-two initially-certified institutions are not themselves
inconsequential, especially if projected and capitalized as the
income from endowment at present rates of return. The message
can not have failed to reach the thirty-three institutions whose
applications are still under scrutiny in terms of freedom from

sectarian control.

Eligibility for such aid did not escape the notice of the
trustees of Hartwick College in Oneonta when a formal request
was made for severance of the historic affiliation with the local
synods and the national body of the Lutheran Church in America.
Founded in 1928, Hartwick had no formal ties with the denom-
ination, though relations were close and cordial: the first pres-
idents were Lutheran clergymen; courses in religion had a
Protestant, if not Lutheran, flavor; and many Lutheran young
people attended the institution in the past forty years, though
probably not in the same numbers as found in some other colleges
under the same sponsorship. The fact that the synodical con-
tribution to Hartwick’s 1968 budget was 1.17% of operating costs
may have been as influential in the friendly separation as the fact
that less than one in five of the Hartwick students is currently
of Lutheran persuasion.

The point needs no laboring. Financial stress is only one
reason for the examination of the past in search of an understand-
ing of the present. It may have been the failure to construct
from the past an operational and philosophical stance that caused
an institution like Canterbury College in Indiana to close after
five years of failing to secure support or understanding from
either its denominational sponsor or from its local constituency.?

2Beeler, Kent D., Canterbury College, 1 946-1952: Its Decline and Demise (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana, 1969).



And it is the search for a modern defensible posture for the
church-related college which has sparked position papers prepared
by such denominational representatives as Edgar Carlson, Wesley
Hotchkiss, Arthur Ben Chitty, Myron Wicke, and others. We do
need such self-conscious sorties into our past to ““think out loud™
about the nature of church-college relationship, to determine for
ourselves whether we blend in with, or fight against, the stream
of American higher education as it is now flowing.

To talk about the history of the church-related college is not
easy, as many of my correspondents in the course of the prepara-
tion of this paper pointed out to me sympathetically. There is no
such thing as the church-related college, first of all. Over forty
church bodies sponsor colleges in this country and at least a
dozen institutions . ve joint sponsorship. Within the college
family of any one cenomination there are wide divergences in
size, nature of control, quality of educational program, students,
and facilities. If the Christian colizge is in fact only a special case
of the community of educational concern within the liberal arts
tradition, it is still an instance which defies historical delineation
with precision.

The situation is made more difficult by the vagaries of
language. Tcrms such as “‘college,” ““university,” ‘““denomina-
tion,”” “‘church,” “sect,” “secular,” “sacred,” “theology>—even
““education”—have not only an historical slipperiness but contem-
porary looseness which can only complicate and muddy discus-
sion. But we have no better tools at hand.

Again, the mines of church-relatedness have been worked
unevenly. For instance, our knowledge of the church-related
college in the antebellum period is much more extensive than in
the period after 1860. Tewksbury’s oft-quoted study 3 surveys
the college-founding mania of the period before 1860; a similar
study seems not to exist for the last half of the century and very
little has been written in the history of the church college in the
early years of the presant century. Limbert’s survey of denom-

3Tewksbury, Donald G., The Founding of American Colleges and Universities Before
the Civil War (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia Uni-
versity, 1932).



inational policies and support patterns for higher education*
needs to be brought up to date in light of the church mergers and
ecumenical progress of the last forty years. Though the age of
the filiopietistic institutional history may be passing, even a
recently-published college history drew ifrom a reviewer the judg-
ment: “Statements like these can but leave the reader in anguish.”
Frederick Rudolph is probably right in pointing out the nonsense
purveyed about the church-related college in the absence of hard
facts.

In the midst of the chaos and confusion a theme suggests
itself. It derives in part from the attempt of the court in the
Maryland case to assess the “‘flavor™ of an educational institution.
More particularly, it stems from the thesis established recently in
the Holmes Lectures at the Harvard Law School delivered by
Professor Alexander M. Bickel of the Yale Law School.® Profes-
sor Bickel has suggested a means of viewing the current activities
of the Supreme Court which has promise for our understanding
of the history of the church-related college.

The Supreme Court, according to Professor Bickel, has al-
ways been guided by an inner vision which has seldom been
articulated to the public but which has nonetheless provided the
focus for the decisions which the court has reached in the public’s
interest. The vision centered around the America of the future
and originally was characterized by judicial concern for the sanc-
tity of property. In more recent years the decisions have sup-
ported the idea of the egalitarian society. The court has been
certain that, however acrimonious the debate at the point of its
decisions, history will eventually vindicate the actions as fulfilling
the inner vision.

Unfortunately, says Professor Bickel, the court has tended
to be inflexibly idealistic about the projection of its vision into
decisions. It has failed to take into account the changing nature
of American society and the fact that even the best decisions in

4Limbert, Paul M., Denominational Policies in the Support and Supervision of Higher
Education (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University,

1929).
SNew York Times, October 10, 1969.
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terms of pure jurisprudence may risk public rejection if the find-
ings of the court run counter to or ignore the experiences which
are shaping the society. Thus, to the judicial mind constrained to
uphold the neatness of the idealist decision, the modifications
(flaws, if you will) of experience sacrifices the beauty of the law.
To the public whom justice is to serve, the modifications of
reality make the findings of the law tolerable and indeed work-
able. Imperfection works to the common good.

Professor Bickel’s thesis is suggestive of a theme which helps
to interpret the historical development of the church-related

college.

The inner vision of what the college might be was never
entirely delineated, but it found expression in the thrust of the
nation toward the creation of an America which was the Protes-
tant variant of the Christian tradition. In the course of unfolding
the vision it was modified or flawed by a number of factors: de-
nominational stance; circumstance of founding; patterns of fi-
nancial support; and others which we see less clearly. The vision
was substantially altered. The experience of the church college
would not go unnoticed. The altered vision was traumatic for
some, sacrilegious for others, and exhilarating for a few.

Professor Bickel holds that the court finds its real function
in the attempt to adapt the absolutes of the law to the realities of
the society served. I suggest that the church-related college finds
its purpose in the acceptance of the modifications forced upon it
in the creation Qf a more responsive, more humane institution.
Further, I suggest that the real usefuliness in the reconstruction
of segments of the history of the church-related college lies not in
catering to our antiquarian whims but rather through providing
the sort of historical insight which will help us to turn historical
processes to our advantage in the present and for the future. In
the past, the colleges were retrospective rather than projective in
relation  to their experience; they were emotional rather than
analytical in regard to their own institutional dynamics; they
were reactive instead of responsive to the needs of their society
and ours. With the help of history we may do better.



Some Unguestioned Answers

The Denominational Role

A number of general histories of higher education® give the
development of church-related higher education in more detail
than I can muster here, assuming that the reader needs such re-
hearsing at all. We know, for instance, of the struggles of the
colleges of the “‘covenantal period,” ranging all the way from
Henrico College in Virginia which found disfavor with the local
Indians to Yale and Princeton, founded by those who looked
askance at Harvard’s erring ways.

We read of the “Great Awakenings” of the eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries, with the growth of colleges spawned
by tlie oratory and spirit of evangelism. We need no reminding
that the Congregationalists, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, Dutch
Reformed, Unitarians, and others with a legacy of an educated
clergy and people were early in the field, often fighting the forces
of the frontier for the establishment of learning and piety. We
know that the church transformed the concept of Manifest
Destiny into religious terms and pushed westward, this time with
Methodists, Baptists, Disciples, Friends, and other latecomers to
higher education hoping that evangelical fervor would make up
for a tardy start.

We know further that, in spite of the growth of the public
university with its vocationalism and seeming godlessness, the
march of college building proceeded at a pace so that over eight
hundred colleges were established between the Civil War and
World War 1. And this in a time when the scholarship of the
church college was being tested by Darwinism and the creation
of new fields of knowledge, and when institutional commitment
to higher education was being tested against the concern of most
denominations for the implications of the social gospel. We know
that in recent years colleges have come to be the prized posses-
sions of churches which only lately have been convinced of the

H

6See, for instance, Brubacher, John S. and Willis Rudy, Higher Education in Transi-
tion, second edition (New York: Harper and Row, 1968); and Rudolph, Frederick,
The American College and Unrniversity (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962).



value of higher education: Churches of Christ, Assemblies of God,
Church of the Nazarene, and the various Pentecostal groups.

Denominational stance and policy have been important in the
growth of the church-related college, though the evidence sug-
gests that such corporate influence has been considerably less than
is commonly believed. Albea Godbold’ provides us with a use-
ful measure for assessing the ‘““strength’ of a denominational body
for initiating and supporting colleges. Real strength requires, ac-
cording to Godbold, (1) a conviction among the leaders of the
body about the importance of education; (2) a sufficiently large
membership to successfully underwrite higher education; (3) a
denominational organization which can encompass higher educa-
tion; and, (4) wealth enough for the task. Where there was a
marked deficiency of one or more of the factors, the chances of
success in college founding and maintenance were substantially
reduced.

Thus, we can see that the Episcopalians historically believed
in education, but were sufficiently short on other factors that
their colleges never equalled in numbers or enrollment those of
other major denominations. The Presbyterians, on the other
hand, scored well on all four criteria with the result that college
founding and support moved apace with the growth of the denom-
ination. While Godbold’s criteria have quite obvious deficiencies
(how else to account for the remarkable denominational support
of some of the recently formed small denominations?) they are
suggestive of the importance of a brief glance at denominational
positions on at least two of these criteria, numbers one and three.

It is true that the preparation for the ministry loomed large
in the minds of sponsoring groups. William and Mary was to
furnish its colony and church with a ““seminary of Ministers of
the Gospel” to educate the youth in good manners and to prop-
agate the faith among the Indians ““to the glory of Almighty
God.” Yale was dedicated to the task of ““‘upholding and propa-
gating of the Christian Protestant Religion.” Davidson, founded
in 1838, was concerned that “‘the great and leading object shall be

7Godbold, Albea, The Church College of the Old South (Durham, N.C.: Duke Uni-
versity Press, 1944).



the education of young men to the gospel ministry.” Pacific
University, a product of Congregationalist missionary activity in
the West, opened its doors in 1854 ‘‘chiefly to acquire and per-
petuate a strong religious influence by educating those who will
become ministers and missionaries of the Cross.”

Before we place too heavy an emphasis on the ‘“‘pre-semi-
nary’’ role of the denominational colleges, it is well to remember
that after Yale fulfilled its propagational mission it was com-
mitted to instruction in the arts and sciences so that the students
“may be fitted for Publick employment both in Church and Civil
State.” Proficiency in the learned languages and the liberal arts
and sciences was the basic objective at Princeton; the ministry is
mentioned scarcely at all. The Methodists, following the admoni-
tion of Wesley to ‘“‘unite the two so long disjoined, knowledge
and vital piety,” established Cokesbury College with the promise
of

forming the minds of the youth, through divine aid, to wisdom and

holiness; by instilling into their tender minds the principles of true

religion, speculative, experimental, and practical, and training themn

in the ancient way, that they may be rational Scriptural Christians. 8
It seems clear that Asbury had the vision of founding colleges,
not to serve the interests of Methodism alone, but rather to act
as beneficent agencies for all of society.

Through the history of the church-related college it appears
that most denominational statements have been broad enough to
encompass farranging educational activities. Where such policies
have been parochialized—and they undoubtedly have been—it
seems often to have been the response of the local college and its
administrators. Surely the statement of purpose of Luther College
which appeared in English for the first time in the catalogue of
1883:

The institution owes its origin to the growing demand for educated

men who could preach the Word of Life to the rapidly increasing

Norwegian population of the country.

The chief object of the College is to meet this demand, but it also

8Gross, Iohn O., Methodist Beginnings in Higher Education (Nashville: Board of Edu-
cation, The Methodist Church, 1959), p. 18.
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aims to afford the advantages of a liberal education to any youth

desiring to avail himself of the same.®
despite its ethnic obligation, is not far in its inherent breadth
from the statement from the catalogue statement of a few years
back from Eastern Nazarene College:

At Eastern Nazarene College we seek, in each member of our com-

munity, to enlighten the mind, to enhance the quality of personality,

to enkindle a never-ending search for truth, and to enable each, out of

Christian love and concern, to serve mankind creatively and re-

sponsibly.1°

In short, with regrettable lapses into denominational self-
pride, the motivations of church-related colleges as put forth by
national bodies and by institutional founders have been suffi-
ciently broad to permit a quality education within the framework
of liberal arts, growing vocationalism. and church service. When
this has not been the outcome, local factors and personalities may
well be suspect.

Akin to the denominational thinking on the purpose of
colleges was the matter of the usefulness of education and the
range of men to whom its benefits ought to be extended. The
churches with a tradition of an educated ministry had no partic-
ular trouble with this as President James Walke~ of Harvard indi-
cated in stating that the college “‘must ke the obvious
distinction between Christianity considered a: a means of enlight-
ening and civilizing men in their relations to each other and the
world and Christianity considered as a means of eternal salvation
to individuals.”> Both of these he felt worthy and legitimate
functions of the church-related college.

It did not come as easily to the Methodists, whose Book of
Discipline in 1784 held that ‘““gaining knowledge is a good thing,
but saving souls is better.”” By the time the Methodists recognized
the shortsightedness of their attitude toward a learned ministry
and reversed their course Iin the 1830°s, the seed had been well
sown. Peter Cartwright, speaking from the Illinois frontier, was

9Nelson, David T., Luther College 1861-1961 (Decorah, lowa: Luther College Press,
1961), p. 143.
10Catalogue of Eastern Nazarene College, 1965-1966.
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reflecting not denominational policy but local sentiment when he

said:
I do not wish to undervalue education, but really I have seen so many
of these educated preachers who forcibly reminded me of lettuce
growing under the shade of a peach tree, or like a gosling that had
got the straddles by wading in the dew, that I turn away sick and

faint.??

Cartwright was a vanishing breed; though individual evangelists
might mourn the ways of the devil in learned men, the denom-
ination’s position did favor joining ‘‘knowledge and vital piety’ in
individuals and in institutions.

The Baptists, too, characteristic of the non-inteliectual
church bodies, did an about face on the value of education as the
nineteenth century moved toward the twentieth. In 1784 the
Kehukee Bapiist Association in North Carolina resolved:

Education is not essential to the qualifications of a gospel minister.

It is a good thing in its place, and forms no objection to the character

and qualifications of a minister. God calls a man to the knowledge of

Christ in the pardon of sin, without human learning or with it, as

seemeth good in His sight, and in like manner He calls a Christian to

the gospel ministry. God is not dependent on human education in
either case. If He has use for a learned man He calls him. He never

calls a man and sends him to man to be qualified. 2

By the time Jonathon Going was inaugurated as president of
Denison in 1838, it was clear that a choice might have to be made
under certain conditions: “With all my friendship for education
and all my =zeal for its promotion, give me morality though
coupled with ignorance in preference to immorality connected
with the highest intellectual attainments.”” The forced choice,
however, was becoming more remote. At the century’s end the
Baptists were linked in cooperation with the Rockefeller millions
irr the building of the University of Chicago and any real doubt
of the importance of learning vanished. They would undoubtedly
have shared the zeal of the Roman Catholic institutions who were
viewing the value of education in a new way—as a means of break-
ing out of the ghetto of immigrant low-culture to a more affluent

11Ca.rtwright, Peter, Autobiography (New York: Abingdon Press, 1956), p. 64.
12Godbold, op. cir.. p. 17.
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Americanism—of the Lutherans who were moving from instruc-
tion in the native tongue to classes taught entirely in English,
and even of the fundamentalist church groups who in the early
years of this century were concluding that the pursuit of educa-
tion under the auspices of the church was not tantamount to a
compromising of one’s soul beyond redemption. With local aber-
rations, to be sure, the commitment of the denominations to
education as a personal and corporate good was sure.

In one other area, control of the governing board, the role
of the national denomination seems to have been more modest
than the accumulated myth might suggest. There was the case of
Luther College where, well into the 1930’s, the regional synod
maintained firm control of the institution, taking official cogni-
zance of minute details of daily operation. Similarly, Elmhurst
College '3 suffered under the close supervision of its sponsor-
ing group until a new constitution was structured with the
formation of the Evangelical and Reformed Church in the 1940’s.
Even then the church was initially unhappy that only three-
quarters of the trustees needed church approval. In each case, the
fortunes of the institution seemed to have picked up appreciably
with the loosening of control, but they were more or less local
strictures that needed relaxing.

Because of the strength of the denomination and the influ-
ence of Princeton, the Presbyterians came to dominate the life of
their institutions—or thought they did. In 1831 a church spokes-
man claimed that the church had possession of a large majority
of the colleges of the nation; twenty years later the claim was
made more specific: two-thirds of the colleges were directly or
indirectly under denominational control. But the local situation
may have belied the national pride. In 1847 the Secretary of the
Board of Education deplored the fact that the number of colleges

. under strictly Presbyterian control was so small and expressed the

131 am indebted to Wesley A. Hotchkiss for calling my attention to Elmhurst College
as a church-related college which is in many ways typical of the evolving institution
in relation to its sponsoring denomination. A recent history of Elmhurst is found in
Denman, William F., Ebnhurst: Developmental Study of a Church-Related College
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University, 1966). -
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hope that all institutions would commit themselves to the man-
agement of the church instead of to a ‘“‘comparatively irrespon-
sible body of self-perpetuating or state-clected trustees.”” The
growing insistance on local autonomy was clearly enunciated for
all Presbyterians to hear when President Patton addressed Prince-
ton alumni in New York and issued his own declaration of inde-
pendence: ‘. .. While I hold my place as the head of your alma
mater I will do what in me lies to keep the hand of ecclesiasticism
from resting on Princeton University.”” There were cheers from
those assembled.??

Breadth of denominational outlook and control was the
concern of the Society for the Promotion of Collegiate and Theo-
logical Education at the West, which throughout its twenty-iive
years of operation aided and saved many of the midwestern
church colleges of today.'® The 1858 annual report of the
Society stated its position:

The grand point to be attained - . . is that the charter of each institu-

tion aided by this Society shall be equally open for the election of the
Trustees from either or all of the denominations concerned in its
establishment; and that it shall be free from the organic control of any

ecclesiastical body.?®

The Society was apparently satisfied that its standard had been
satisfied at such institutions as Wabash, Marietta, Beloit, Witten-
berg, Oberlin, Heidelberg, and Ripon. The Society relied on both
reports from the institutions and on observations from visiting
teams to the colleges themselves.

As a matter of fact, the growing sectarian sharpness after
the 1740’s more than once worked to foster breadth in the
boards since it became necessary to placate hostile facticns
through inclusion in governing bodies. Kings College, Anglican

l4wertenbaker, Thomas Jefferson, Princeton 1746-1896 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1946).

L5peterson, Charles E. Jr., Theron Baldwin and Higher Education in the Old Northwest
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Johns Hopkins University, 1960). The
Society’s scrutiny of the control of member colleges was careful; aid was frequently
withheld until a suitable broadening of control occurred.

164 nnuat Report of the Society for the Promotion of Collegiate and Theological
Education at the West, 1858.
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by birth. had on its first board ministers of four other denom-
inations. Brown’s board, though dominated by Baptists, included
Congregationalists, Anglicans, and Quakers. Union College was
founded in 1785 by Presbyterians, Congregationalists, and Dutch
Reformed working together. Its first charter stipulated that the
majority of trustees should never be from one segment of
Calvinism and that the president should not hold a pastorate
while in office.

Oberlin evidenced an increasingly meaningful pattern in the
mid-nineteenth century through its ties to Congregationalism, not
through legal dependence—both polity and theology would have
precluded that—but through the personal affiliations of the local
leaders who came to influence the college’s operations. This
pattern of friendly association and low degree of denominational
oversight sent into the current century a group of institutions
well suited for new organizational forms which has outgrown
narrow sectarianism on the local or national level. Other church
bodies and college boards could hardly have been oblivious.
Roman Catholic colleges were late to heed the message, but this
can be at least partially explained by their traditional reliance on
the expertise of the priest in matters dealing with religious edu-
cation, and in the growing sponsorship by the teaching orders of
the church which as “‘self-perpetuating bodies with a natural dis-
inclination to organizational harakiri [have] simply retained in
their own hands control of the institutions they established.” 7

By the time denominational boards of education began to
assume some responsibility for the supervision of the church’s
higher education affairs, it was too late to establish tight national
control, even if this had been stated policy, which it was not.
Hamilton had brcken relations with the Presbyterians in 1893
and Wesleyan retracted its commitment to Methodism in 1907.
The boards, consequently, were left with the functions of giving.
counsel to member institutions, attempting to raise academic stan-
dards (as the Methodists did through the University Senate), and
studying and reporting on the state of higher education to the

17Hassenger, Robert, ed., The Shape of Catholic Higher Education (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1967), pp. 30-32. The chapter by Philip Gleason is a particularly
good short account of the growth of Catholic higher education in this country.
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parent church. In time former Chancellor Tolley of Syracuse, re-
ferring to Methodist-related universities, could say regretfully, yet
vith pride: “ours is the last important group of Protestant
" warch-related universities. Unhappily, it is not clear that they
will remain Methodist related. They will be nonsectarian. They
will be more and more institutions in the public service.” 78

The evidence suggests that the quest for nationally focused
tight control of church colleges has almost always been futile; it
simply moved against the stream of self-determination which has
lately characterized the churches themselves. Where denomina-
tional repressiveness did exist—and it did—it was more the result
of local parochialism and defensiveness than of national church
policy. Edgar Carlson set forth a position which is both currently
useful and historically informative when he wrote recently: ““We
have disavowed a view of the relation between the colleges and
the churches which would permit viewing them as agencies of the
church in preference for a covenant relationship in which each is
recognized to have its own function but a common commitment
and point of view on crucial concerns.””

That there have been instances of repressive denominational
relations to colleges history amply shows. Yale, after all, did
have to contend with Thomas Clap, hard-bitten and completely
orthodox, who brought the young college to the brink of ruin
through his insistent efforts to play off one denominational fac-
tion against another. And Horace Holley at Transylvania did run
afoul of Presbyterian antagonism and resigned, with the result
that the college fell eventually into Methodist hands. But in
Holley’s case, his difficulty was at least partially due to his habits
of high living, his ensuing dispute with the governor, and with his
personal leanings toward Unitarianism. Again, I would raise the
guestion of natignal policy versus local circumstance.

18Tolley, William P., in “The President’s Bulletin Board,” publication of the Board of
Education of the United Methodist Church, July-August, 1968.

19Carison, Edgar M., Church Sponsored Higher Education and the Lutheran Church in
America (New York: Board of College Education and Church Vocations, Lutheran
Churches in America, n. d.), p. 62.
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The case of Princeton may push the explanation further.

Why did Princeton fall froimn its eminence under John Wither-
spoon, with its magnificent contributioz. of learned men to the

new nation, to a point barely thirty years later which is described
by its historian Wertenbaker as being its nadir? The conventional
answer has been to blame the narrowness of Presbyterian polity
and practice. And perhaps tius is so. But it can also be seen as a
localized sort of narrowness that saw the appointment of Ashbel
Green as president at a time of great institutional need. Green,
who in his own student days at Princeton was filied with sorrow
that he was the only professing Christian in the student body, was
totally incapable of meeting the college’s needs for curricular re-
form, for a sane disciplinary policy, for better teaching, for fresh
insights into the function of a college which Witherspoon had
seen clearly. Clearly Green was aided, abetted, and directed by
his trustees, a group scarcely more able to fathom the college’s
problems than himself. But they were Princeton’s trustees first
and foremost and their operation of the college reflected Presby-
terianism not writ large, but writ exceeding small. The General
Assembly could and did wring its hands over Princeton, but when
the plan for a divinity school incorporated within the college
came before it in 1808, the assembly decided not to tinker further
with the college but to go the way of a separate seminary.2°

I would hypothesize that the inner vision of the church-

related college did become flawed, but that the flawing was the
product of local circumstances primarily. 1 would hypothesize
that denominational statements about college founding were sur-
prisingly broad in their phrasing, that denominational recognition
of the value of education preceded its acceptance in the farflung
churches, that denominational stance toward institutional control
was initially flexible, and though subiected to all the stresses of
internal sectarian strife, moved steadily toward a lessening of con-
tractual mental sets and the fostering of affiliational compacts—or
even less formal ties. The evidence suggests, I think, that denom-
inational leaders from quite early days recognized, for sometimes
quite practical reasons, that extreme sectarianism was not likely

20wertenbaker, op. cit., p. 147.
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to lead to eminence in higher education, either for denomina-
tional systems or for individual institutions. The major branches
of Protestantism. at least, wanted to make a virtue of necessity
as rapidly as possible. ,

Unquestionably the vision was imperfect. Where it was, I
think that local factors can be isolated as readily as sweeping
national issues. Where boards of trustees acted repressively, they
did so as less than capable representatives of the best thinking of
the denomination. Where presidents failed to measure up to their
charge, as often as not they revealed themselves to be lesser men
il}-suited to the administration of a system of education they only
dimly understood. Where tests of academic freedom arose, they
were sparked as often by bickering forces inside the college as by
heretic-baiting denominational bigwigs. The flawing of the vision
was, as often as not, a product of local geography. local church
leaders, local politicians, local finances, local manias, and local
believers, parents, and students.

Circumstances of Founding and Growth

That the patterns of early college founding were important
needs no special pleading; we have all lived long enough with the
burden—or heritage, if you prefer. Someone has suggested that
the chief characteristics of the church-related college seen in the
perspective of history are some of these: (1) primary constitu-
ency drawn from the denomination served; (2) courses in religion
reqguired for literate churchmanship: (3) required devotional ser-
vices; (4) strong personal influence on the students by faculty;
and (5) tradition of the preacher-president. Though these criteria
have become increasingly unsatisfactory as the church college has
evolved historically, they serve to remind us how many of the
aspects of the life of the college were under the more or less im-
mediate supervision of the college and its neighboring patrons.
The influence of national denominational body, though effective
in persunasion, was remote in terms of functional operation.

The Methodists gave early recognition to the impossibility of
national supervision when in 1820 the General Conference called
upon all the annua! conferences to establish literary institutions
within their borders. The conference, a local body, was given the
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right to control the institution in such a manner as found possible.
The local bishop was given the right to appoint traveling preachers
to serve as officers and teachers in the colleges. 27

The Presbyterians, a connectional church, went West with
their Calvinist Congregational brethren to found colleges under
the unstable Plan of Union of 1801. The Presbyterians were oc-
cupied with such matters as doctrinal orthodoxy and correctness
of form while the Congregationalists turned their attention to
theological liberalism and social reform. While Presbyterians were
debating predestination and closed communion in the colleges,
their partners in this unequal yoking were fighting the evils of
liquor and slavery. For our purposes it is enough to notice that
while Presbyterian aggressiveness won control of a number of
colleges from the Congregationalists prior to the Union’s breakup
in 1852, it i1s the concept of the college operated by the latter
which has come down to us as the optimal model of the asso-
ciational, prophetic relationship between church and college.
Rudolph points out that this denominational group, with the

exception of the Baptists perhaps the least organized nationally,
was unusually successful in founding nonsectarian colleges which

came to the present ready to assume leadership in matters of cur-
ricular reform and altered church relationships. 22

Baptist style represents a lower case congregationalism.
They were a numerically large but scattered and decentralized
church. By 1860 their one million members represented 3.5% of
the population of the nation. Their single-minded concern with
evangelism overcame their theological diversity to make them
powers in the forming and nurturing of locally-focused colleges.
In most instances, the college under Baptist aegis was really a
college-community alliance, the community substituting in some
ways for the absent national parent body. The result was not one
of coordinated denominational movement to found colleges, but
rather a haphazard series of essentially local ventures which had
from the start a generous admixture of non-religious motivation.
Even when state associations of Baptists were involved, an effort

21Gross, op. cit., p. 36.
22Rudolph, op. cit., pp. 69-70.
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was made to work out agreement with local forces for the support
of the college. 23 :

The Baptists were fractionated by Free Will adherents who
broke off to found Hillsdale College, by Seventh Day Baptists
who were active in the founding of Alfred University, and by the
serious defection of the Disciples who were filled with zeal for
the founding of colleges in the South, Midwest and West. Because
of an insecure local base many of these institutions failed ; national
strength, had it been willing, was not up to the task of support.

Even a college like Kenyon, ostensibly the child of a church
with a strong hierarchical bent, seems never to have had its insti-
tutional decisions made by the church as a whole. Typically
these were local decisions, and even when in the late nineteenth
century the bishops of the dioceses of Ohio contested for seats
on the board of the college it was still a contest kept within the
bounds of the state.

Denominational polity was one thing; geography and tactics
were others. The fortuitous and often promotional nature of
college founding is implied in the comments of one immigrant to
INlinois who noted that “‘a settler could hardly encamp on the
prairies but a college would spring up beside his wagon.”” Even
when the church gave conscious thought to college founding, the
outcome was often unpredictable. Francis Asbury seems to have
hagd a knack for locating colleges in out-of-the way spots. He
would have said that this was an attempt to protect the young
students from the vices and temptations of the world; the result
of unfortunate location was that all the colleges founded within
the first thirty-five years of the Methodist Church’s life came to
nought. Similarly, Furman University tried three different loca-
tions in or near towns of 500 before coming to rest in the larger
Greenville. Mercer and Wake Forest selected sites where there
were no settlements at all, and Beloit, founded in 1845, was
located 500 miles from a bank and three days’ drive from the
nearest city.

23potts, David B., Baptist Colleges in the Development of American Society 1812-
1861 (unpublished doctoral dissertation Harvard University, 1967), p- 12. In addi-
tion to his treatment of Baptist institutions, Potts contributes considerable support-
ing evidence for the impact of “localism”™ on colleges of all denominations.
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Both Philander Chase of Kenyon and Theron Baldwin, rep-
resenting interde:iominationzal interests, thought this isolation
might be an advantage. Said Chase:

Unless we can have some little means of educating our pious young

men here, and here being secure of their affections, station them in the

woods, and among our scattered people to gather in and nourish our
wandering lambs, we have no reason to hops for a continuance of
the Church in the west.2?
Baldwin, whose efforts to aid struggling colleges were always
based on local conditions of management and piety rather than in
denominational connection, put it this way:

It is one of the glories of American colleges, that they are not con-

centrated into one vast University, but scattered far and wide among

the people; each one filling its sphere, availing itself of local associa-
tions and local sympathies, and standing up there as the visible and

ever present representative of liberal and Christian learning. 25

Some church colleges have through the years been able to
turn location to an advantage. More often their enclave status as
a protection from a secular culture has proved a handicap both
to the college and to the supporting public. The result has been
the historical creation of a false dichotomy which, false though it
is, has had immense operational strength. Thus, cities and univer-
sities (especially the “‘new’ university of the late nineteenth
century) have come to represent progressivism, modernity, and
“openness’ to culture, while the rural and small church college
has seemed to be the resort of the innocent and the stronghold
of traditionalism in education. Even a college like Elmhurst,
founded in 1871 in the suburbs of Chicago, seems to have been
unable until quite recently to fully capitalize on its sub-urban
location, seemingly the best of both possible worlds. In Elm-
hurst’s case the proximity to the city was relied upon chiefly for
a supply of commuting students in hard times and as a fringe
benefit for recruiting faculty.2®

24Smythe, George Franklin, Kenyon College: Its First Century (New Haven: for
Kenyor: College by the Yale University Press, 1924). p. 16.

25Tewksbury, op. cit., p. 4.
25Denman, op. cit., p. 539ff.
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The same tendency toward defensiveness and isolation in

the Catholic college was reinforced by the many exhortative ref-
erences by Protestants to the twin menaces of the mid-nineteenth

century and later, infidelity and Roman Catholicism. Although
this was often embedded in the rhetoric of Manifest Destiny,
there could be no doubt that wariness, even hostility, was the
correct response to the institutions of the immigrant church.
“The majestic West must be educated,” said one writer. “If
Christianity does not do it through her literary institutions,
Infidelity will.”” Lyman Beecher spoke for many Protestants
when he exulted, “To plant Christianity in the West is as grand
an undertaking as it was to plant it in the Roman Empire, with
unspeakably greater permanence and power.”” 27

The localized college foundings led to unbridled competition
for students, for money, and for public support through the
churches. By 1840 the nine Revolutionary colleges had grown
to more than one hundred. Ambherst and Williams contended for
New England’s support; Western Reserve and Oberlin sought
Congregational favor in Ohio; Washington vied with Jefferson in
Pennsylvania; and the numerous rivalries of sectarian colleges in
Tennessee and Kentucky defy counting. In some areas public
and private institutions were seen as ccmpleraentary, not com-
peting; sectarian squabbling foiled the chances for long-range al-
liances. In 1829, for instance, the Methodists launched an attack
on Indiana College charging that the president and faculty were
Easterners and Presbyterians, and, worst of all, opposed to
Andrew Jackson. They demanded their share of the college’s
limited professorships, citing their denominational strength in the
locality. The upshot was the withdrawal of any state support
from the college for forty years. 28

Abner W. Clopton, agent for Columbian College (later
George Washington University) probably typified the narrowness
and competitiveness of the church-related colleges, though he and
others of his time would prefer to have seen it as denominational

27Tewksbury, op. cit., pp. 69-74.

283chmidt, Geosge P., The Old Time College Presidenr (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1930), pp- 38-39.
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fidelity. He deplored the lack of Baptist colleges with the result-
ing pressure on Baptist families to send their sons to other
denominational colleges. Numbers of these young men, he said,
“have returned home under the influence of strong anti-baptist
prejudice—confirmed in anti-baptist principles.”™

American colleges were definitely institutions of the loca?
community. Harvard, William and Mary, and Yale were products
of their local provinces; their aim was not to supply a corntinental
stock of educated men, but to provide well for their own regions
and hope that the nation’s interests would be served by other
colleges doing the same. The maintenance of a local and religious
stance was not easy, however. Many of the church colleges were
rent by anti-slavery disputes, anti-Catholic machinations, and
growing sectional distrust. Struggling for support they were the
targets of those who would broaden their scope, perhaps make
them into public institutions or at least statewide agencies of
education under denominational control. In a number of in-
stances the actual removal of the institution to a more favorable
location was proposed. Such plans brought the inevitable con-
frontation between denomination and community.

The outcome of the removal disputes was predictable.
Seldom was an institution picked up bodily and transplanted, but
the decision to remain in place often carried with it some con-
cession to a wider definition of religious affiliation. Thus,
Denison began to think of itself as an Ohio Baptist college. In
1856 Bucknell’s supporters argued that the university was de-
signed, not simply for the immediate neighborhood, for ““The
Baptists of Pennsylvania as a Denomination.”’2® Even so, in most
states there was competition for the support of the denomination
with the result that whatever the concessions made to the church,
the practical support had to come from a region less than state-
wide in size.

The very American mixture of local and denominational
forces in permanently located rural colleges undoubtedly created
an anomaly In our national cultural development. It fostered
strong local sentiment and patronage for the church-related

29potts, op. cit., p. 273.
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college and more than occasionally a proprietary interest which
was to prove restrictive. On the more positive side, it created
institutions which saw themselves as the functional base of the
total system of higher education and it created through its focus
on the activities and fortunes of the college on the local hilltop a
growing public sentiment in favor of education at all levels. The
church colleges benefitted as much as did the public institutions
from this broad base of public sentiment. Indeed, deprived of
the public’s interest in and tolerance for the local denomination-
ally related college, we would have no occasion to discuss that
institution’s part in the public good.

The Role of Financial Support

It is clear that there has been an historically close relation-
ship between control and support of church-related colleges on
the one hand and the programs and purposes of these colleges on
the other. Identification with the denomination seems to have
been a financially pragmatic thing for many institutions, forcing
the college to do what was needed for survival without undue
reference to national policy and purpose. Colleges failed because
at the same time their constituencies, local, state or national, were
withholding adequate financial support, they were also imposing
restraints which made it difficult for institutions to seek other
sources of aid. In some cases the withholding of support was the
result of disapproval of the program and emphasis of the college;
in others it seems to have been the flagging of parent denomina-
tion support for higher education itself, at least in competition
with other claims for church benefactions. Whatever the reason,
undue restrictions drove off supporters and killed some institu-
tions. Ironically, within a matter of months a public institution
had often taken its place. 3°

It is picturesque, if more than a little sad, to view the fi-
nancial history of the church-related college as being summed up
in the account of how Julian Sturtevant, the longsuffering pres-
ident of Illinois College, fed his large farnily on bread crumbs

30Kinnison, William A., “Toward Maturity in Christian Higher Education,”’ Liberal Edu-
cation, vol. LV, no. 2, May 1969, p. 320.
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dipped in molasses following the panic of 1837. But it would be
equally unrealistic to overlook the church college’s traditional
susceptibility to the ups and downs of the American scene. They
were affected by the economic slumps of 1837, 1857, 1887, and
1929. Wars, too, took their toll. Many colleges did not survive
the Civil War, though relatively few of them were physically de-
stroyed. Marshall College in Georgia and Cherokee Baptist
College, founded by Georgia Baptists in 1853 and 1854 respec-
tively, never reopened once the war was concluded. A stronger
institution like Wake Forest was forced to close for a time after
1862 and many northern institutions were put in desperate straits
because of declining enrollments.

Aid, when it came, was often in znitifully small amounts.
Donations to Mercer in the 1830’s included 40% bushels of corn,
four pairs of socks, 2% gallons of vinegar, and an empty barrel.
At a somewhat later period, a subscription of fifty cents to
Bucknell’s $100,000 endowment fund had to be paid in instali-
ments of 12% cents.3®' Very few institutions could count them-
selves as fortunate as Howard College in Alabama which sought
‘and found the favor of General E. D. King, a local planter. In his
own simi-literate way the General was speaking to the propri-
etary interest which often accompanied even small gifts when he
said: “Money are power and I are got it.”’

In the closing years of the century in particular, national
church groups sensed the plight of their collegiate children and
tried to build the base of aid beyond the local or regional level.
Before 1900 six of the major denominational groups had formed
" agencies for the support and supervision of higher education, but
even this aid at first was directed to worthy individuals rather
than to institutions. The presidents of ‘the church colleges wel-
comed the interest of the denomination but felt certain that their
own efforts had to be continued. It was simply too risky to
depend on financial support at the national level which was slow
in building and which lacked the tug of sentimental tie to a par-
ticular favored local institution. In the period of 1886-87 when

31potts, op. cir., p. 200.
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faculty salaries were often three to four months in arrears, Pres-
ident Larsen of Luther College took matters into his own hands,
as he had done so frequently before, and wrote five hundred
letters to ministers and laymen of the region setting forth the
college’s plight. The response was gratifying. Most institutions
accepted gratefully what aid the national denomination could
offer, realizing full well that with the increase of colleges under
the sponsorship of the denomination available aid would be di-
vided in more directions.

Within the last fifty years most of the major denominations
with systems of consequence in higher education have established
national agencies for aid and counsel. But fundamental problems

have not been solved—probably have not been met, really. New
patterns were emerging, for instance. By the middle of the

1920°’s the amount of aid, though still increasing in absolute
terms, had begun to shrink in terms of its relation to total bud-
gets of the aided colleges. At the same time some of the tradi-
tional pacesetters in denominational support were overtaken by
newcomers to higher education. The Congregationalists, long
leaders in the field, sank to a relatively low position and their
place began to be taken by new groups such as the Norwegian
Lutherans, the Disciples, and the Baptists. The problem of de-
clining aid is well illustrated in recent figures from the Lutheran
Church in America. Denominational support for the church’s
colleges increased 102% from 1956-57 to 1966-67. In the same
period, however, increased financial aid given by the colleges (up
378% in the same period) had more than eaten up the increase,
even allowing for some measure of federal underwriting. 32
Elmhurst College again miakes a good instance of the basic
problem. Under close scrutiny and control by a denomination
which was consistently unable to match its interest with dollars,
Elmhurst was gradually forced to seek other means of support.
It was especially hard hit by the depression of the thirties. There
was a general moratorium on wage increases in that period and in
1932 the first of several wage cuts was instituted, later to reach

32Carlson, op. cit., p. 16.
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the level of 25%. An endowment drive in the same period pro-
duced something like $31,000 for operating funds in the years
1930-1933.

In 1935 the parent church announced that it could not guar-
antee any church support for the college. This prompted some
talk of severing the connections with the sponsor, and the pres-
ident, probably uttering the thoughts of an increasing number of
college administrators, challenged the church: “Labor with us to
provide adequate funds for the college to maintain its accredita-
tion or cast off the college permitting it to secure funds indepen-
dently wherever possible . . .”> No action was taken on this
proposal, though the church did reshape its boards through the
series of denominational mergers to take account of some of the
problems of the local colleges. Elmhurst, and others like it,
struggled through the declining enrollments of the early fifties,
its insecurities heightened by the lack of pattern of centralized
giving which would be incorporated as a part of the Congrega-
tionalist contribution to the forming of the United Church of
Christ. 33

Financial aid problems in the church-related colleges have
carried several characteristics which are of some importance in
accounting for the continuing process of severing the cord,
psychologically at least, between denomination and college. One
of these characteristics was that appeals for aid were from the
first necessarily phrased in broad terms, though aimed at defined
audiences. In 1830 the Presbyterians of Indiana, for example,
were asked to contribute twenty-five cents per person toward the
$600 needed to fund a chair of theology for Hanover College.
This was a state appeal rather than regional or national; even so
only $100 was raised.

The Baptists recognized clearly that -if they were to survive
at all it would have to be because of broad local support; national
organization was virtually absent. Thus, their agents sought
general support, not simply from loyal Baptists. Franklin
College’s agent addressed his financial pleas to ““The Patriot, the

33Denman, op. cit, pp. 319, 492, 500-513.
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Christian, and the lover of learning.”” An 1822 pamphlet was
addressed to “‘the people of Maine’ and made no mention of the
word Baptist. The founders of Colby argued in surprisingly
modern vein that the college, in addition to its service to private
interests, was also an asset to the state through its low-cost edu-
cation and its preparation of teachers for the public schools. In
some cases non-Baptists were admitted to college boards with a
resulting tension and friction, but with some significance for the
breaking of denominational feelings of monopoly on individual
colleges. 34

A second characteristic lay in the tendency for denomina-
tions to link aid to colleges with the process of reform or re-
organization of their educational systems. In the period from
1910-1920 the Presbyterians limited aid to those colleges which
gave little promise for the future, chiefly because of poor loca-
tion or excessive competition. In 1915 considerable progress had
been reported toward the uniting cf two colleges in Kentucky,
toward securing unamnimous support for one college in Oklahoma,
toward a policy of concentration in Texas and Kansas, and
toward the relocation of a college in Washington. 3%

The Methodist Church had “‘loudly called” for a “well-
digested system of collegiate education’ in the General Confer-
ence of 1840. That the system was slow in gaining effectiveness
is indicated in the regret expressed in the “‘Plan of Federation of
Methodist Institutions of Learning™ issued by the secretary of
the Board of Education in 1892. He deplored the fact that so few
of the colleges founded by the denomination had become per-
manent and that a total of 142 had ceased to exist or had lost all
Methodist relationship by 1884. The use of the word *federa-
tion” in the report’s title may be suggestive of the denomination’s
increasing realization of its appropriate role in relation to its
member colleges.®® Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam confirmed this
stance when he spoke in 1942 before the National Association

34potts, op. cir., pp. 19-26.
35Limbert, op. cir., p. 90.

36wicke, Myron F., A Brief History of the University Senate of the Methodist Church
(Nashville: Board of Education of the Methodist Church, 1956), p. 6.
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of Schools and Colleges of the Methodist Church:
Is it possible, and, if possible, is it desirable to work for sufficient
coordination of Methodist educational efforts to justify the term
“Methedist™ plan or purpose in education? I do not say ‘“Methodist
system.”” The term ‘“‘system™ suggests a rigidity or straitjacketing not
in the mind of the Commission.>’
The Bishop went on to outline how through collaboration the
goals of Methodism and quality education might be realized.
The plight of Wesleyan University may suggest why local
colleges felt compelled to go beyond the denomination for aid.
At the close of the Civil War, Wesleyan was in precarious circum-
stances. Enrollment had fallen from 15C students io 121. The
college chose not to attempt tc attract new and br ;ader public
support but turned to the Methodist Church for ~d. By 1868
the papers were full of messages to Methodists in Cennecticut
saying that ““the honor of our Church imperatively demands’ ad-
ditional support. In 1870 the college went counter to the trerid
of the times and to the wishes of the founders in changing iis
charter to bring the college undeiy denominational coatroi. For-
gotten temporarily were the words of Wesleyan’s first president
Wilbur Fisk who in 1831 dedicated the college ““not for mere
sectarian purposss, but for purposes of general interest.”” The
denomination could not respond in terms suifficient to solve the
institution’s problems and the relationship was permanently
severed early in the present century.3®

Still another characteristic of church-college support is the
increasing breadth of vision broughi: to college patrons by the
ecumenical thrust of recent times. With the possible exception
of the fundamentalist colleges—and the generalization is weaken-
ing even there—the colleges were increasingly open to the spirit of
ecumenicity and cooperation and this tended to weaken doctrinal
and dollar ties with specific denominational positions and with
supporting church patronage. Similarly, the patron to whom the

37wicke, Myron F., The Methodist Church and Higher Education 1939-1964 (Nash-
ville: The Board of Education of the Methedist Church, 1965), p. 16.

38Peterson, George E., The New England College in the Age of the University (Amherst:
Ambherst College Press, 1964), p. S4ff. .
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college could have appealed in former years was increasingly be-
ing wooed by causes other than educational, and with consider-
able success. Arthur Ben Chitty analyzes it this way, speakmg of
Episcopal colleges:

Failures of over two dozen colleges reflect a variety of causes, among
them being a general lack of church organization which prohibited
budgeted support; a non-authoritarian church government which pre-
vented action by edict; and strangely enough a peculiar virtue charac-
teristic of Episcopalians. It is this. The broadly educated Episcopalian
has wide ranging interests and his philanthropies go far beyond his
church and church coileges. He is not a parochial giver. Thus the
very qualities which have made him a public spirited citizen have acted
against the interests of his own colleges.

The crucial test of church-college ties came, of course, with
the Carnegie Foundation’s attempts early in this century to pro-
vide a means of pension for faculty members in higher educa-
tion.??® Coming on the heels of the exodus of clerical trustees
from the church colleges, with the eclipse of authoritarian norms
of administrative behavior, and with the evisceration of the overly-
pious classical curriculum, the 1906 proposal caught the church-
related colleges at perhaps their greatest moment of weakness and
stress in intradenominational relations. The foundation was able
to label only fifty-one colleges as being completely nondenom-
inational while more than two hundred others appeared to be
more or less owned outright by some church or denominational
egroup. The Foundation did not exclude colleges merely “‘in
sympathy’ with a church, but it was clear that the Foundation’s
real sympathies and monies were likely to go to the college hav-
ing no difficulty in presenting itself as independent of church
control and influence.

Thie result was predictably immediate. The Presbyterian
Board of Christian Education sought to help its affiliates by pub-
lishing in effect two lists of colleges depending on closeness of

39Chitty, Arthur Ben, ““Episcopal Colleges: The Quick and the Dead,” (manuscript of
an address originally delivered in 1947).

401t is tempting to speculate upon the effect of the Bundy law and similar legislation
upon the denominational ties of those colleges which survived the ordeal of Carnegie
temptation with relationships intact. Is there likely to be a second great msntutlonal
soul-searching and, if so, with what outcome?
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relation. The trustees of Dickinson College took matters into
their own hands, declaring the college to be non-sectarian, though
under the friendly auspices of the Methodist Church. The
trustees of Goucher declared the college to be ““an independent
and non-sectarian institution free from denominational control,
supervision, affiliation or patronage.’> Bowdoin gave up a lucra-
tive sectarian endowment to seek coverage by the Foundation.
Within four years twenty college cualified for aid from the
Foundation; after that the institution was required tc participate
in the pension plan on a matching basis and enthusiasm cooled
noticeably. This in itself is a gauge of the sensitivity of the
church-related college to the source from which its support can
be most readily anticipated. The college has operated historically
from a quite pragmatic base. It has been forced to do so.
Several hundred colleges remained sectarian under the pres-
sure from the Carnegie money, but, according to Hofstadter and
Metzger, they were ““marginal institutions, financially, education-
ally. intellectually.””4’ More important than the structural mod-
ifications necessary to qualify for Carnegie sanction were the
re-evaluations of denominational relationship which took place
on many campuses. When the Foundation questioned the colleges
about whether church relationship improved the organization of
the college, the response was almost entire’y negative. In few
institutions vwas the relationship considered an active good; rather
it seemed to be something to be endured. To questions put by
the Foundation most colleges replied that church connection
played little if any part in the intellectual or religious life of
the student body. 42 The responses, if nothing else, revealed the
poverty of the relationship at that time. They also revealed the
hope that a modus operandi could be devised which would be
more satisfactory to each of the partners in the changing relation-
ship. The church college has never felt the financial relationship
(and all that financial support implied in program and purpose)

41Hofstadter, Richard and Walter P. Metzger, The Development of Academic Freedom
in the Unired States (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955), p. 363.

42/bid., pp. 361—363.
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with its denominational sponsor to be totally adequate or func-
tional; it is likewise clear that it has been the brave college which
took the steps which would choke off this modest support

entirely.

Some Unanswered Questions

To this point I have been suggesting that the vision of the
church-related college—seldom completely articulated as an oper-
ational guide—has been modified through the years by such
factors as denominational polity and attitude; by forces of geog-
raphy, control, and public favor; and by the financial arrange-
ments which provided the pragmatic matrix of the college’s
affiliation with its sponsoring denomination. Further, I have sug-
gested that these forces which shaped the vision were much more
localized and specific than we have been willing to recognize.
When the Congregationalists and Presbyterians struggled for the
control of colleges like Wabash, Ripon, Illinois, and Marietta, it
was essentially a local affair involving overly-zealous proponents
of the two denominations acting in their capacities as individuals.
Similarly, when the Methodists established multiple colleges in
Jowa : 1d the Presbyterians did the same in Missouri, it was as
often as not a representation of local and regional aggres-
siveness which may have had doubtful support from the parent
denomination.

I think these are important factors to keep in mind as we
attempt to assess the historical background from which the
college’s relation to the public good derives. But there are at
least three unanswered questions of an historical nature which
demand examination before the true dimensions of the relation-
ship can be outlined. In each of these questions I wil? be able to
sketch only the bare outlines of the concern. In each of the ques-
tion areas much historical searching and study are needed before
the full picture will be revealed. Each of these, in its own way,
fleshes out the image which the nation as a whole has of the
church college, and, consequently, of its right and capacity to fill
a significant role in a total system of higher education for the
nation.
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The Image of Church-Related Narrowness

A number of historians have argued that debate about the
nature and curricular content of the church-related college is
basically pointless. These colleges obviously prepared students
for careers other than the ministry; they obviously had curricula
which were drawn from the twin ideological streamms of Athens
and Jerusalem. But still fresh in my mind are the memories of a
dean of a church college who felt himself constantly dealing with
the stereotypical obstacle of the church-related college’s image as
perceived by the young faculty recruits he was trying to woo and
win. The image was especially strong and especially grotesque
among those who had never attended a church-related college.
Their misimpression is much like that of the population as a
whole, I would guess. The colleges are seen as dull in teaching,
nonexistent in research, and tenacious in adherence to outworn
moral codes. This, too, is part of our present.

We simply do not know enough about our heritage in this
respect. One might quote from Cotton Mather’s Magnalia in sup-
port of an early recognition of the breadth of purpose and pro-
gram: ““In the perusal of this Catalogue, it will be found that,
besides a supply of MINISTERS for our churches from this Happy
Seminary, we have hence had supply of Magistrares, as well as
Physicians, and other Gentlemen, to serve the Commonwealth
with their Capacities.”” The ‘“Happy Seminary,”” Harvard, was
soon outdone by Columbia whose first president Samuel Johnson
presided over a curriculum that included bookkeeping, geography,
and navigation, clear evidence of a new expansion of interest in
keeping with a new nation.

Unfortunately for us, the image of the church-related col-
lege has been shaped not so much by the ‘“Happy Seminary’” of
Mather’s day, by- Johnson’s Columbia, or even by liberal hLe.vard
under Eliot, but by the spirit of the Yale Report of 1828 and by
the support given it by Noah Porter and James McCosh. We have
been a long time freeing ourselves of the legacy of Yale, “‘the
mother of colleges.” Have we succeeded?

Or, we might point out that Harvard’s first graduating class
contained less than half ministers, casting some doubt on the
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hopes of New England’s First Fruits. Four graduates of the class
of 1642 became clergymen, two became physicians, one a physi-
cian-minister-teacher, one a British diplomat, and one is un-
accounted for. We know also that up to 1859 only about 25%
of the graduates of Harvard, Yale, and Dartmouth had entered
the ministry; at Davidson the equivalent figure was 30% and at
Randolph-Macon prior to the Civil War the percentage was
twenty. But is our image also shaped, wrongly to be sure, by
the fact that Luther College had only four of its twenty-six grad-
uates fail to enter the ministry during its first ten years, and that
as late as the second decade of this century it was said that half
of all graduates of Hampden-Sydney became’ clergymen? 43

Are we more likely to be identified in the mind of the public
with the old-time president who typically received his training in
the ministry and his administrative apprenticeship in a boys’ aca-
demy, or with the new president who was university trained,
often abroad, and who saw himself as an academic specialist?
Are we more likely to have our colleges linked with the old time
president—narrow, rigid, ascetic, evangelical—or with the new
president portrayed as urbane, generous, statesmanlike, endowed
with a large sense of humor—and the possessor of a new rational
unemotional religion? The picture is confused. 44

Finally, are we as able to present the church-related college
historically as the outpost of freedom of thought and the locus
of personal growth for students—or does our history emphasize
the witness of parents of a Wofford College student expressed in
a letter to the faculty: ‘“We felt that if we could obtain the
means of sending him to Wofford, God would convert him.”
They found the college’s chief advantage to lie in “‘its wonderful
success in initiating our sons into the highest science—the con-
sciousness of God reconciled in his soul, and in the training of
their spirits for heaven.”

Though the quotation is nearly eighty years old, the cata-
logue statement of Central College, Fayette, Missouri in 1891

43Nelson, op. cir., p. 97; Godbold, op. cit., p. 47.
44peterson, George E., op. cir., pp. 138-139.
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may give a more current popular appraisal of the church-related

college than we care to admit:

Take care not to send those who are most near and dear to you to
schools in which the Christian religion is openly attacked, or even ignored,
lest while their intellects are being developed and fumished, the founda-
tions of their religious life should be rudely torn up and the darkness and
desolation of skepticism take the place of the light and comfort of the faith
you. have taught them at home. See to it that the mother’s religion, the
father’s faith, the sweet influences of the pious home, are not discredited by
the “philosophy, falsely so called,” of the arrogant professor. Put your son
into the care and keeping of Christian teachers, if you value his soul. 4%

We simply do not know enough about the fallout from the
limited, sectarian defensiveness expressed in tkis statement. We

need to know more.

The Irmage of Educational Isolation

Another area which needs historical explication is the notion
that in recent years the church-related college has been separated
from the maincurrent of higher education and has necessarily be-
come a backwater of curricular stodginiess. By the last quarter of
the nineteenth century the church college had come a long way
from that day in 1817 when Allegheny’s founders had been able
to address the assembled townspeople in the classical tongues and
had received a response in kind. The Morrill Act in 1862 had
provided an acceptable and attractive alternative to the church-
related college and even the pious seemed determined that their
children should get both a practical and humane education, in all
probability in the new institution. The college had been above
all a Christian manufacture; the university of Gilman, Eliot,
Harper, White and Jordan surely had no interest in sectarianism
and little time, it sometimes appeared, for religion itself. In-
creasingly, the zeal that had gone into evangelistic efforts on the
campus was now redirected to matters of scholarship in the new
disciplines.

An 1895 graduate of Oberlin sensed this change: “Really
the old Oberlin is passing away. That is all right, if only the old
spirit of self-sacrifice can be maintained. It distresses me that

45Butts, R. Freeman, The College Charts I'ts Course (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1939),
p. 224.

35



the educational part in our colleges is not more thoroughly per-
meated with the Christian spirit, and education is looked upon
so much as an end in itself.” The Oberlin trustees responded a
year later by stating that Oberlin,an “avowedly Christian college™
from its beginning, still intended

to lay a practical daily emphasis on the ethical and spiritual in edu-

cation—on life and faith, and at the same time to allow the fullest

freedom cof thinking within the broadest Christian lines. The College

. . believes in a lcyalty to Christian truth that should manifest itself

in a persistent and earnest application of that truth to the life of

the world.46

Oberlin might bridge the gap between the old and the new
in education with positive results for its institutional reputation;
other church-related colleges were not so fortunate. Many of tk
denominational colleges entered this century in a state of evident
decline and their efforts for the next fifty years centered around
organization for self-protection and sharing of limited resources
and morale. They sought support for a narrowly defined concept
of religion in higher education and seemed unable to break out
of the marginal educational status into which fidelity to the faith,
as they perceived it, had placed them. The Catholic colleges,
growing in numbers and holding tightly to the tradition of the
liberal arts, seemed for many the appropriate backdrop against
which to evaluate the 1920 book of addresses published by John
Henry McCracken, then president of Lafayette. This spokesman
for church-relatedness confirmed the suspicions of many when
he argued for the right of the denominational college to remain
free to be educationally one-sided, to ignore whole fields of
knowledge if it desired, to pick and choose its students and fac-
ulty carefully, and to remain small with emphases on religion
and the training of leaders. 47

46Barnard, John, From Evangelicalism to Progressivism at Oberlin College 1866-1917
(Columbus, - Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1969), p- 103. Although not
totally successful in its interpretation, the Barnard study indicates the need fo-
other institutional research studies In the ferment-filled post-Civil War period.
Oberlin’s evolution as an institution was not typical of most of the hundreds of
church-related colleges in the nation. Among other things, it moved toward the
secularization of its curriculum with more speed and insight than other colleges
could muster.

47Butts, op. cit., p. 392. Significantly for our purposes, the title of MacCracken’s
work was College and Commonwealth.
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The church-related college had lost a major skirmish, of
course, with its generally anti-intellectual response to the pub-
lication of the Origin of Species in 1859. The question of the
incompatibility of science and true religion was resolved through
a series of acrimonious public tangles between the new man of
the laboratory and the representative of the older faith. Almost
always the former won; the latter retired to lick his spiritual
wounds, to attempt a reconstruction of his theology, and to con-
vince the public that the decline of religion in the colleges was
the direct result of curricular specialization. President Wishart of
Wooster might try to reconcile the two forces by including in his
chapel talks the principles of the new evolution and the new
physics of Rutherford, Heisenberg, and JYeans, but the public was
more inclined to see the church college’s need to be dragged
kicking and screaming into the modem world.?®

Individual faculty members could make personal adaptations
to the new scholarship by taking up the social gospel or by join-
ing with colleagues from public institutions in the formation of
the American Economic Association, the American Sociological
Society, and other disciplinary groups.?® Institutions were more
likely to respond by changing the old “Evidences of Christianity™
to the more contemporary English Bible course. Even more help-
ful from an institutional standpoint was the adoption of what
George Peterson has called the ‘“Whole Man’> idea. This was a
stance better suited to the talents and resources of the smaller
college and one which could be defended on rhetorical rather
than empirical grounds.

The Reverend Willilam A. Stearns had anticipated the need
for this doctrine when he spoke at the Amherst inaugural in 1854:

The end or aim of education . . . is not primarily to produce greatness
in partial directions, great mathematicians, great philologists, great
philosophers, but in the best sense of the term, great men—symmet-

rically and powerfully developed.S5°

48Barnes, Sherman B., “Learning and Piety in Ohio Colleges,” Ohio Historical
Quarterly, July, 1961, p. 233.

49Litte11, Franklin H., From State Church to Pluralism (Chicago: Aldine Publishing
Co., 1962), pp. 95-97.

50peterson, George E., op. cit., p. 31.
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Under this thesis character replaced piety as the ultimate ideal
of education. Christianity became merely one of many comple-
mentary parts in the Whole Man’s makeup. Gone was the harsh
Puritanism and in its place came something of the gentility of
the Gilded Age. Colleges still believed it was possible to produce
Christian gentlemen, but this was quite different from their earlier
claims to the production of Christians.>?

From the college’s standpoint, this “Whole Man” theory
was broad enough to cover a good bit of collegiate anti-intellec-
tualism while simultaneously buying time which the college
sorely needed to think through its purpose in a new world. In-
sofar as it was understood, the concept was vapid enough to con-
trast badly in the public eye with the demonstrable outcomes of
non-religious and vocational education at public institutions. Too
often, the outcome of the church-related college appeared to
be an education of “balanced mediocrity and sophisticated
purposelessness.” 52

Do we really know enough about the church-related college’s
response to changing education conditions to fit our history into
our present circumstance? I think not. We need to know much
more about the church college’s role in and reaction to the de-
velopment of independent study, to the Liberal Arts Movement
of the thirties, to increasing curricular flexibility. Has the private
college’s traditional claim to innovative leadership been pre-
empted by the public institution? Our record might be better
than we think.

The Image of Confused Secularization

Finally, we need to have much more historical evidence to
clear up the confusion which exists among the colleges and their
publics about the meaning of terms like ‘‘secularism” and ‘‘sec-
ularization.”” To refer to a college’s going through the process of
secularization may call to the public mind (and to some colleges,
too) the idea of fewer students entering the ministry, or the
abandonment of compulsory chapel, or the sort of evidence that

Sirbid., p. 37.
52rbid., p. 38.
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came out of Oberlin in 1911. In that year the Commitiee on
Student- Life and Work asked students to rank the possible goals
of college life in order of importance. Men ranked ‘‘development
of mental powers™ first, while for women ‘‘acquisicion of general
culture’” headed the list. Far down the order came ‘‘development
of religious life”’; it was ranked sixth for men and eighth for
women in a field of eleven.%®

But this is not what Harry E. Smith has in mind in his book
Secularization and the University. 3% For Smith, secularizaticn is
a liberating force for higher education, freeing the institution to
examine all facets of its world in the ligsht of a God-centered
theology and to take responsibility for personal and institutional
stewardship in all areas of man’s existence. Smith structures his
ethos for the Christian institution primarily on the writings of
conteniporary theologians; we need to search more diligently for
historical antecedents which will inform this aspect of our query
as the wiitings of Gogarten and Bonhoeffer have done theologi-
cally for Smith’s interpretation of the mission of church-related
higher education.

We need to know, for instance, if the tendency of the
church-related college to loosen its church ties in recent years
has a parallel in the feelings of many individuals that they get
along very well in life quite outside the dimensions of conven-
tional institutionalized religion. What can history tell us? Or
what can we discover about theology’s becoming a more private
affair at the very time when the theologically-based college is
called upon to play a more public role? What does history indi-
cate of the fate of the church-related institution in a society
which finds formal theology more and more meaningless, a
subject fit primarily for professional theologians?5°

It seems to me that the recent history of Catholic colleges
may be instructive here. If I read this history correctly, I see

53Barnard, op. ciz., p. 113.

54Smith, Harry E., Secularization and the University (Richmond, Virginia: John Knox
Press, 1968).

55Kinnison, op. cit., p. 316.



a group of institutions which have lately come io the realization
that secularization in the Smith sense is gocd and that there be

no need for ““Catholic™ versions of disciplinary study. Out of
this have come some very interesting e¢fforts at self-appraisal and

increasing questions about what the Catholic institution ought to
be. Whatever the problems that have faced Catholic education
in the past, there was traditionally little doubt that the institution
had a reason for being. Now such doubt exists and is acknowl-
edged. °¢ We would profit, I think, from an examination of the
history of a college about which its president said recently:
“Mundelein is needed specially in this post-conciliar era—to be
open to what Pope John called signs of the times, to guestion,
interpret, experiment, to stand as a witness to the relevance of
spiritual values in our material world.”

Conclusion

I have attempted to say that the inner vision of the church-
related college, like the inner vision of the Supreme Court, has
been discerned more clearly in the evolutions of the colleges and
universities under the control of the church than it has been
through carefully worked out enunciations of principle. But
there has been a vision, however ineptly articulated, which has
guided men and institutions down to the present time in higher
education. Further, like the inner vision of the court about the
future America. the vision of church-related higher education has
been modified by design and by chance, by geography and by
custom, by bigness of visiorr and by smallness of spirit in the
lives of individuals. Through these modifications the vision has
been adapted to the realities of our lives and to the wishes of the
people, just as the court’s vision has been and is being modified
by daily events and by public acceptance and rejection. It mat-
ters little how ill-guided the modifications have been; the vision
did bend and become flexible and living—and that is important.

It is important, too, that we not approach the discussion
of ““The Church-Related College and the Public Good” with a

55Hassenger, op. cit., pp. 51—-52.
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mea culpa complex born of the painful examination of the factors
of our history as institutions. It is entirely possible that the
church college and its parish counterpart could not have matured
other than they did, evolving as they were as spiritual institu-
tions in an increasingly materialistic society.®’ It is entirely
possible, I think, that the very modificaticns which we com-
monly think of as flaws in the vision of the church-related college
hold the key to the future role of the institution in service to its
worid. The very responsiveness to local pressures hints at an
institution which cares and which has the machinery to make
care concrete. Its susceptibility to the thinking, even the pres-
sures, of local personalities suggests that its strength lies in ser-
vice to men in individuzl situations. Its penchant for piety and
missionary comrmitment hints at its capacity for inspiring young
people to lives of service to their world. Our historical flaws may
reveal the secret of our future mission.

I assume that this is part of the question that brings us to-
gether at this conference.

571 am indebted to Professor Wilson Smith of the University of California at Davis
for calling this idea to my attention.
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Commentary
Harry E. Smith

ILet me begin by expressing appreciation for Ned Peterson’s
paper. He has done us all a service by demonstrating how to
““make self-conscious sorties into our past” in order to learn from
it in the present and future. Where most of us selectively use
history to provide illustrations of our biases, he seems actually to
ask whence? in such a way that it precedes and informs whither?
Although at times the terms he uses in reference to history sound
a bit repressive—talk of being victims of our past (p. 3), refer
ences to the burden of the past (p. 18), “painful’” examinations
of our history (p. 41), and the fall-our from history (p. 3)—the
overall impression is a much more creative appropriation of our
history, as what has happened is pressed for its deeper meaning
and its significance for us today.

1 was struck by the helpful analogy with the Supreme
Court’s rulings in his introduction, the suggestion that as ‘““history
eventually vindicates the rulings of the Court as fulfilling its.inner
vision in particular circumstances’ (p- 6), so the reconstruction
of the history of church colleges can enable one to accept with
more grace the modifications which have been forced upon them.
He suggests that we can thus alter expectations without destroying
the inner vision and thus accept the disparity between the inner
vision and actual situation in church related higher education. My
uneasiness with %= analogy comes at two points. First, the inner
vision of church colleges has never been as clearly and decisively
articulated, it seems to me, in principle or practice, as has the
inner vision of the Supreme Court, in its repeated rulings. Even
its minority opinions are clearly stated. As Ned Peterson notes,
there has never been unanimity among the church colleges. True,
there have been catalogue descriptions and denominational state-
ments of purpose—broadly defined motivations and goals. But
I do not feel the same certainty Ned does about the substance of
that inner vision “which has guided men and institutions down to
the present time in higher education.”

A second question about the analogy stems from a suspicion
that it may represent a tendency, albeit disclaimed, to accom-
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modate to, to make a “‘virtue of necessity” (p. 18). I’m nervous
about blurring the difference between the normative and the
descriptive, between goals and actualities; baptizing circumstances
as “God’s will,”” which runs contrary to the emphasis of the rest
of the paper upon assuming responsibility for shaping our future.
rather than passively being shaped by our past.

Most helpful of all, I felt, were the last two sections. The
discussion of unquestioned answers lists some of the factors which
help to explain the disparity between inner vision (whatever that
is!) and actuality in church colleges. In this section. however,
I could not help feeling Peterson has some unexplained need to
acquit the national denominational boards and to fix the blame
upcn the local leaders, geographical locations, and circumstances
for flawing this inner vision. ‘“Localism” is repeatedly blamed
for inflexibility, narrowness, and defensiveness, not just in the
colleges of denominations with congregations or decentralized
polities, in Episcopal, Presbyterian, and Lutheran (ALC) colleges
as well. Although national advisory boards and executives have
often seemed to be more enlightened, open, and flexible than
many local Boards of Trustees, or even some college adminis-
trators, I’m not sure that the polarization he implies between
denominational and local leadership is that sharp, or that a
denomination’s posture in higher education can be assessed apart
from the practices of its particular colleges. Perhaps I'm just a

nominalist at this poirt.

Finally, I°d like to comment on Ned’s unanswered questions
of an historical nature, what he calls “‘historical flaws which may
reveal the secret of our future mission” (p. 41). The three
prevailing images he describes are surely very widely held, e.g.
narrowness, educational isolation, and mixed assessments of sec-
ularization. Yet these images, which are readily justified from
our several hisvories, are being challenged as some church colleges
discover new ways to assert their distinctiveness. As one who
works with an organization which is made up of faculty, admin-
istrators, chaplains, and graduate students in state, private, and
church colleges and universities, I am increasingly impressed that
some of the most exciting innovations which are taking place in
teaching methods, calendar revisions, curriculum, and governance,
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are to be found in the church colleges. You know the kinds of
things | mean. e.g., Earlham’s Program I for freshmen and soph-
omores. Davidson’s ‘“‘Blue Sky Report” which led to a complete
revision of the curriculum, Maryville’s All-College Council, New
College, Sarasota, Project REAL, Florida Presbyterian College’s
early development of the January short-term for independent
study, St. Olaf’s Paracollege, Redland’s Johnston College, etc.
If physical isolation, required chapel services, and tenacious
adherence to certain moral codes are no longer the distinguishing

marks of church colieges, as Peterson points out, then there must
be greater clarity and self-consciousness about what is to be their
distinctive contribution to American higher education in the
future. and whether their distinctiveness requires official relation-
ships to a denomination. Perhaps it is just here, in their freedom
to pioneer and experiment with new styles of teaching and learn-
ing based upon an understanding cf truth and persons rooted in
Biblical faith, that church colleges can develop different reward
systems for faculty, improvce learning environments, and new
patterns of community governance. We need to hear more about
the church colleges’ experiences here, Peterson rightfully asserts,
and we need to ask whether this kind of leadership in the common
good can best be provided by colleges under or independent of
denominational control. Only thus can church colleges move into
the next decade marching to a different beat than the lock-step
cadence of forced professionalism and depersonalized education
-vhich is becoming increasingly depressing to faculty and students
alike.
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Commentary
Charles E. Ford

As a historian of American higher education, I have no
quarrel with the essential thrust of Ned Peterson’s paper. When
I reflected on this assignment, I wondered why I was asked to
respond. Was it because I waa a historian and had studied 19th
century American higher education, specifically the history of
science and had gone through college after college that had sys-
tematically turned away from its great potential (I'm speaking of
the small Protestant colleges.), and in so doing provided the rest
of higher education, Stanford, Washington, Chicago, Harvard,
Michigan State with the great scholars who, in fact, did the work
of American science in the 19th century. In that sense, his three
central points certainly corroborates my study of 19th century
science. But I don’t think I was asked to comment from the
dimension of an historian of American higher education. I suspect
it’s because I’'m involved in the work of the Center for Christian
Higher Education and have also studied and written on Catholic
higher education. In this sense then, I would offer two or three

minor caveats.

My first reaction to Ned’s paper was in algebraic terms:
Chaurch-related equals Protestant; history equals the 18th and 19th
Centuries. . I think this reflects a general characteristic of
Amnierican historians of higher education. Many are romantics
who prefer to focus on that golden era of 100 years ago when
Eliot became President of Harvard and the great post Civil War
boom in higher education began to gather speed. The study of
this era is still very dramatic and interesting, but not particularly
helpful to us in the responsibility we have at this conference.
I think if there is any great serious shortcoming—and I don’t want
to fault Ned on this because he has executed his assignment with
depth and style—but if we are to understand the dimensions of
our problem, the value and future of church-related colleges, we
need to look at the history of American higher education through
at least the middle of this century. No one, however, seems to be
willing to analyze the first half of our century. Edward Power
has conducted a thorough study of the history of Catholic higher
education but stumbled when he came to our own century. And
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we all seem to stumble. I don’t think we will get anywhere in
understanding our problems until we thoroughly grasp what has
happened since 1900. We must make speciai efforts to understand
the impact of two major wars and the depression for a thorough
understanding of church-related colleges and the history of
Catholic higher education. Note that I have said nothing about
the events of the past five or six years, the seeds of which will
undoubtedly alter our whole concept of higher education.

Now let me move over as a historian and speak as an analyst
of Catholic higher education. First of all, if we are to look at the
problem in proper perspective, it must be defined as Christians
involved in higher education. Now that demands a great deal of
us and so far I haven’t seen enough to give me complete con-
fidence that we will look at the problem in these terms. I think
we tend to speak of Presbyterian higher education and of
Lutheran higher education and within Catholic higher education,
we tend to look at Dominican, Franciscan, and Jesuit higher edu-
cation, etc. I wish that at least for the sake of this conference,
we might be concerned as Christians examining problems of higher
education. I hope we broaden our base away from simply dis-
cussing the church-related college. Now Sam Magill can object
and bring us right back to the topic of church-related colleges,
but I contend we do ourselves a disservice if we take this tack,
but back to Ned’s paper and Christian higher education.

Everything Ned said about the shortcomings of Protestant
colleges obtains for Catholic higher education and, quite frankly,
I can throw in another half a dozen or more points in the dis-
ability area. Some of the older Catholic-oriented educators
present can speak to that point more competently than 1. They
would, I am sure, describe some disabilities that might cause all
of us to be pessimistic about our ability to grasp the problems
and move ahead toward solutions ¢cemanded by renewal.

My work places me on many college campuses and so ['m
involved in the technical questions of renewal. I am sure that
several of the key commentators will deal with the technical ques-
tions and I, of course, grant the broad siweep that Harry Smith
has taken that Ned has pointed out in his paper, but we must also
take into consideration that we have such simple ordinary facts
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to deal with as structures of boards of trustees. financial man-
agement, administrative responsibility and concepts of curriculum
development and of the other processes that constitute an aca-
demic institution.

In summary, what I want to suggest is that while we must
face the broader questions which I know will be a part of this
conference, the technical questions may defeat us before we get
to the real issues that face us. In short, while Ned has presented
us with an excellent paper our lack of vision has us in a trap which
has not allowed us to understand the true condition of our insti-
tutions today, not only in terms of their Christian nature, their
Catholic-Protestant relationships and understanding, but their
very operations.
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The Church-Related College
in American Society
Charles S. McCoy

Sweeping changes have been taking place within American
higher education over the past century. In addition to enormous
erowth, democratization, expanding scope of studies, specializa-
tion. the development of fantastic power and technology, increas-
ing importance of higher education in shaping society, and
tremendous expansion of funding for research, there has also
been a great educational tilt toward public colleges and univer-
sities and away from private and church-related higher education.
This latter shift especially has resulted in widespread unease and
anxiety about the colleges sponsored by churches. What roles
and functions are appropriate to them in this age of the public
college and federal-grant university? Do they have a future?
Should the relation between church and college be severed? These -
are some of the questions around which the current unease and
anxiety gather. '

The concern is partly over quality, partly over the mounting
difficulties encountered in financing all non-public colleges in a
time of rapidly increasing educational costs, partly over what
purposes church-related colleges ought to serve and in what direc-
tions they ought to move. In the face of the intense anxiety and,
indeed, the problematic character of the entire relation of the
churches to higher education, Merrimon Cuninggim’s comment of
a few years ago appears as a studied understatement: ‘““Protestant
efforts in higher education are in a state of considerable dis-
repair.”> Nor are Roman Catholic affairs in better condition.

The painful fact is that church-related higher education has
been undergoing significant changes = its internal structure, in its
constituencies, in its pattern of funding, in its relations with
church agencies, and in the functions which it serves. But it is not
clear that the necessary rethinking of its nature and purpose,
based upon adequate policy research, has been going on in order
to keep pace with the changes. As a result, despite encouraging
signs here and there, it is not difficult to discover a pervasive

48

53



uncertainty which easily becomes opportunism, manifestations of
drift which frequently indicate loss of direction and coherent
policy, and a mounting anxiety which threatens failure of nerve
on the part of colilege administrations and church agencies alike.

It is not my purpose here to comment on all tlie varied
problems which plague denominational colleges. I shall explore a
single question: What will be lost to American society and the
churches if church-related colleges sever their denominational ties?
Obviously only a sketchy response even to this one question can
be provided here. My remarks are intended to accomplish three
purposes: 1) to provide insight into where the church-related
colleges are at present; 2) to clear the air about the function of
higher education viewed in Christian faith; and 3) to state several
important reasons for maintaining ties between churches and
colleges.

Church-related colleges can, I am convinced, contribute to a
richer mix of diversity and function in American higher education.
But there is no guarantee that all colleges sponsored by churches
are capable of meeting these challenges. In what follows, there-
fore, 1 offer no blanket endorsement of church-related institu-
tions. If they will engage in rethinking their roles at the most
basic level of commitment, purpose, and social -~ntext, church-
related colleges can move toward new self-understanding which
will continue to make them too important to lose.

It is pointless to speak of what would be lost if colleges and
churches severed relationships unless we have some understanding
of the current state of affairs and its possibilities. Much of tie
current confusion rests upon historical illusion which distorts the
vicsion of the internal dynamics of church-rela:.ed colleges. Higher
education sponsored by churches has an important role to play
in a pluralistic and diversified scene of American colleges, univer-
sities, and specialized institutes. But this role must emerge from
what church-related colleges actually are, not from romantic
visions as represented in histories by old grads and in college
catalogues.

Additional misunderstanding arises from the quest for some
unique function which only church-related colleges can perform
because of the Christian faith which informs their life. The search
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for uniqueness is probably pursuing a will o’ the wisp, certainly is
questionable on educational grounds, and appears to me as a per-
version of Christian faith. This quest must be discarded before
it is possible to see the contributions of church-related coileges
which we can ill-afford to lose.

Franklin Littell has remarked that ‘‘the major problem be-
fore the churches in America is the achievement of self-under-
standing.”” An important part of such self-understanding is an
adequate view of the past; and in few areas are Christians plagued
by more misunderstanding than in regard to the history of
American higher education.

It is often said that higher education in the United States
is the child of religion. This is probably true of the British
colonies if one means that the founders of the early colleges were
also active churchmen and Christian believers and that they as-
sumed their continuity with the learning of European Christen-
dom. Brubacher and Rudy are correct in saying that ‘‘the
Christian tradition was the foundation-stone of the intellectual
structure which was brought to the new world.”” But it is often
mistakenly assumed on the basis that the colonial colleges
emerged from religious motivation that the church-related campus
of today stands in direct continuity with the colonial heritage
which provided the foundation for American higher education.
This is not precisely the case.

The colleges of the colonial period were the product of a
societal effort to serve the 'welfare of the whole community.
They were not church colleges in an exclusive sense. Frederick
Rudolph writes:

Harvard, William and Mary, and Yale . . . were creatures as much of

the state as of the established churches. . . . And whether they should

be thought of as state colleges or as church colleges is a problem ir

semantics that is perhaps best resolved by calling them state-church

colleges.
It would be better still to call them public Christian colleges in
order to get away from the notion that institutional control by
state and church prevailed. These colieges were established to
serve the public interest as then conceived, to serve the common
good, and to be involved with society and its problems by provid-
ing leaders.
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Our present church-related colleges derive not from the
colonial period but from the nineteenth century with its prolif-
eration of sectarian colleges. Though it cannot be said of all
church colleges founded in that century, most were founded to
serve particular groups, tc ~< what Jencks znd Reisman call
“special interest colleges.”” As the nineteenth century wore on,
denominational colleges became increasingly defensive of sectarian
viewpoints and doctrines. More and more they tended to protect
and indoctrinate students i.. the faith and morals of a particular
sect—the group, of course, which controlled the college and pro-
vided 1its leadership. To further protectionist purposes, the
colleges were usually isolated from general societal influences.

Many college leaders today prefer to forget tuis past, or to
interpret it through the exceptions which can be found, or
through idealistic statements in charters, catalogues, and presi-
dential addresses. These sources provide as inaccurate a picture of
what was actually going on then as they do today. The colleges
which survived the high mortality rate for the sectarian institu-
tions, which proliferated without plan or control, are the church-
related colleges of todav. We shall lose more than we gain if we
continue to obscure the past and its clues to the situation of
church-sponsored higher education in the present.

Church-related colleges today find themselves in a difficult
dilemma. They are caught between the remnants of their sec-
tarian past and the demands of their public present. This dilemma
has created a crisis of identity in most church colleges, a‘ crisis
which is a reflection of the uncertainty within the churches. On
the one hand, there is a rush to repudiate the sectarian past with-
out attempting to discover what in it may be worth building upon.
On the other hand, there is a furious attempt to catch up with
educational and technological change. Let’s look at what we
ought to drop and what we ought not to lose of this past.

One persistent echo of the sectarian past, the quest for
uniqueness based upon Christian origins and sponsorship, usually
arises more from pride than faith, more from concern for a good
imzge than a desire to serve. It is sometimes phrased to promote
sniob appeal—the suggestion that church-related education pro-
duces better people, perhaps meaning more acculturated, white
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Protestants and, by implication, more successful people. All in
all, there is little reason to wonder at student rebellion against
compulsory chapel and similar items on the college program.
Students sense a contradiction between avowed Christian purpose
and hidden goals of a less praiseworthy nature. They recognize
that much of the college rulebook is aimed over their heads at
parents, trustees, and influential publics.

Today there is much talk of the Church as servant. But
servanthood is practiced all too seldom. Here, as elsewhere, there
is a gap between the image projected and the operational reality—
a credibility gap most apparent to students but visible to outsiders
as well. I stated previously that the dilemma of the church college
may be seen as its sectarian past versus a public present. The
dilemma might be equally well stated as protectionist pride versus
open servanthood. In this perspective, it becomes clear thai the
quest for uniqueness, beyond being illusory, may actually subvert
Christian purposes. The nore the church-related college strives
for an ephemeral distinctiveness, the more it will be tempted to
deny the claims of Christian faith upon it—claims which require
policy research and action on behalf of a more humane society.

In the latter part of his Church Dogma:ics, Karl Barth talks
about the meaning of the Christian community as it eXists within
the world. Rather than following the usual view which sees
church and world as opposing entities, Barth holds that the
Christian community knows itself through Jesus Christ to be in
solidarity with the world and responsible for humanity. Pride
leads us to affirm a chasm between church and world. Christian
faith confesses our solidarity with the world and our responsibility
for it.

Christian faith, I am convinced, leads the church-related
college not to seek for an isolated uniqueness of [anction but
rather to move toward solidarity with man and society, raising
such questions as: What is the common good? and How can we
contribute to it? The “‘common good’ may be variously inter-
preted, and Christians should be contributing by specific actions
and programs, rather than in a supposedly splendid isolation or
in claims to special wisdom and goodness present only in church-
related colleges.
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Such a change of view, from pride to servanthood, from
uniqueness to solidarity, from the pursuit of isolation to pursuit
of the common good, may lead to greater freedom and pioneering
on the part of church-related colleges. And, if this occurs, we may
see public and private higher education beginning to emulate the
church college. Some notable examples of this kind of imagina-
tive innovation in church-related colieges come to mind at the
University of the Pacific, at Florida Presbyterian. at lowa
Wesleyan, at the College of Wooster, and at the University of
Evansviile. Happily, the examples are increasing.

The shift may also solve the dilemmas of church-related
higher education which have produced a crisis of identity in many
institutions. When a particular college asks how—with its energies,
constituency, and resources—may it contribute to the common
good, then it may move toward the discovery of significant
identity and purpcse. If the answer to this question is sought, not
only by a2 committee made up of the president and a few trustees,
but within the entire college community—with faculty, students,
alumni, and persons from the constituencies served—then new
energies and resources may be tapped and a wider sense of com-
munity and purpose may come into being.

The way toward deeper faithfulness to our Christian heritage
is to move beyond the residual images of the sectarian past with
its quest for unigueness, and seek ways toward greater solidarity
with the society around and within the campus community. And
a resolution of the crisis of identity requires study and action
aimed at serving the public good.

At no point does the dilemma of the church-related college
appear more sharply than when one considers the consequences
of mounting support for higher education from state and federal
governments. Some time during the nineteenth century, the
United States embarked upon what must be called a “‘great
experiment” in universal education. This experiment has proved
to be of far-reaching significance for American society and for
global culture. QOur technological power and political dominance,
as well as our tragic immaturity in world affairs, can in large
measure be traced to this development.
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It must be calied the Great Experiment because no society
in ihe short history of mankind had attempted it before. Pre-
viously, education beyond the most elementary levels had been
reserved for special groups—for ecclesiastical. social, or intellectual
elites. A merica decided to apply the samhe democratic tendencies
inhersnt in our society since colonial days to the sphere of educa-
tion. First, elementary education was extended and m.ade
virtualily universal. Then secondary education was expanded and
made available to all. And in this century, the same democratic
notions have been applied to higher education. Because the re-
sources were not available to churches and private institutions to
carry out this far-reaching concept—and, indeed, much education
had been designed to preserve aristocratic and ecclesiastical
privilege—the state undertook the gigantic task of financing the
Great Experiment.

As a result, our entire system of education has undergone
sweeping changes. Rather than being controlled by local com-
munities, schools have come under the increasing control of public
agencies on the regional, state, and national levels. In elementary
and secondary education, only the Roman Catholic Church has
made extensive efforts to keep control of the educational process
within a limited community, and this effort has met with declin-
ing success. On the level of higher education, the attempts of
Protestants and Catholics to retain ecclesiastical control have
weakened as the crisis of resources has relentlessly emerged.

Amazing consequences of the Great Experiment are already
in evidence. More obvious changes are the tremendous growth in
the educational establishment, the great increase in amounts
expended on education, the tremendous growth in numbers of
students at all levels, and the multiplication of functions per-
formed by the educational systems. There are also less obvious
changes. A vast reservoir of trained personnel has been available
to undergird the expansion of American society. Never before
has a social group taken possession of a wilderness, developed its
industry, acquired a culture, and achieved global hegemony so
rapidly as has the United States.

Technical mastery, advanced research, and mass-produced in-
novation have become the hallmarks of contemporary America.
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Through our diversified educational system we have tapped the
abilities of middle and lower socio-economic groups largely ex-
cluded from opportunity and leadership in older systems. Faths
have been opened to the ““iate bloomers™ ard to the socially dis-
advantaged. Where we are yet failing to absorb all potential
resources, strong orassures to democratize furthar push us forward
irresistibly. The G. I. Bill after World War If provided a giant step
toward universai higher education, and programs to widen oppor-
tunities for the socially disadvantaged continue to multiply. So
rapidly have we developed and such ciose continuity with Western
culture have we maintained, that we usualiy forget that in the
eyes of Europe we are an upstart civilization scarcely out of
colonial and frontier conditions.

The massive shift from elitc to demccratic concepts of educa-
tion and the launching of the Great Experiment in America have
yielded enormous advantages for American society. But certain
dangers have also accompanied the transition. We may put the
change in anciher way: We have moved from a situation in which
society—through various communities, local and intentional—was
the sponsor of education to a situation in which the state is now
dominant. The various components of American society, with
all their diversity, once presided over the communication of ocur
cultural tradition through control of the educational media. Now,
increasingly, the state provides the context in which culture is
communicated. This way of putting the matier suggests its more
ominous possibilities. Sponsorship by the state may lead from
dominance to control of education, and from control to totali-
tarian indoctrination.

This peril has been present for some time but has become
more evident in recent years. It has caused concern on the part of
social liberals. But one cause of the upsurge of the radical right
today is opposition to the taking over by the state of the func-
tions of communicating culture, functions previously controlied
by various communities whether locally or ideologically, whether
socially or religiously defined. When we consider ways in which
public controi of education has overcome parochial forms of dis-
crimination and provided increased financing and quality, there
is good reason to welcome the shift that has taken place. But
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when one becomes aware of the possibilities of state control of
educational processes, of indoctrinating the young in a national-
istic cultus which identifies patriotism with the endorsement of
prevailing national policies, then one begins to recognize the perils
implicit in the situation for iraditional American freedoms—the
right to dissent and the protection of minority points of view.
Ecclesiastical authority was once the major threat to freedom
of opinion and education. Today the state—whether through a
narrow conception of police power or through the investigative
authority of the F.B.I., whether through the force of availabie
funds or the covert influences of the C.1.A.—has become the most
significant threat to freedom and divessity in America.

The threat from the state to higher education is more from
the distortion of purposes through funds eagerly sought by educa-
tors rather than from direct pressure. Nevertheless, it would be
an incalculable loss if the churches ceased to exercise a counter-
vailing power over against state-supported higher education. The
issue is not merely that competition is good for educational busi-
ness but that real limitation of the power and influence of state
education is essential for our society. However, this counteraction
must not be passive. Church-related higher education must search
for ways to contribute creatively io the common good of our
society and of mankind.

We need church-related colleges today to provide alternatives
to the deadly tendencies toward educational sameness in a system
of higher education which gives the appearance of great diversity.
At the conclusion of a report on a spectrum of institutions,
Warren Bryan Martin writes:

In the first chapter it was stated that whereas the diversity of form
and function in higher education has been heretofore regarded as ihe
chief distinguishing characteristic of the American system of education.
. . . now, in the conclusions, it is necessary to acknowledge that there
was no widespread evidence, in any of the prime interest groups at
colleges in the Institutional Character study, of commitment to value
diversity to the point that such differences would not only be tolerated
but encouraged, could not only survive but actually prosper.

When tendencies toward bland imitation of other institu-
tions, not only in curriculum but more basically in purposes and
commitments, threaten excellence in education, then diversity in
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control must be cultivated. Church-related colleges play a
significant role within contemporary higher education by insur-
ing the continuation of diversity. It is not necessary to have
idealistic dreams about them or make spurious claims to unigque-
ness in order to affirm that cutting their church ties would elimi-
nate a torce making for diversity of values and commitments.
As our society seems ever more intent upon incuicating narrow,
chauvinistic values, such diversity must be prized =ven more
highly.

The greatest enemy of education, as of democracy, is easy
agreement and coerced consent. Diversity of viewpoint is essential
in learning, and a clash of opinions is the core of education in
critical thinking. Enforced orthodoxies may be memorized, but
they do not educe innovative reflection. Consensual training,
whether in a classroom on a campus or within an educational
system, encourages rote learning, but only dissentious processes
and conflicting perspectives lift learning above dull routine toward
genuine education.

Despite the lessons of history and the insights of educational
psychology. one still finds mediocre administrators and timid
professors, threatened by controversy and fearful of dissent, striv-
ing to maintain false and therefore dangerous harmonies. Not
only are unpopular opinions excluded because their presence
might disturb wealthy constituencies, but differing perspectives
are often excluded because insecure academicians feel inadequate
in the presence of complexity.

Defense of diversity and dissent in the name of educational
excellence must be made before every constituency from which a
college hopes to receive support. Such defense need not be based
on the liberal optimism that a free marketplace of viewpoints will
inevitably produce truth. Instead, it might better be rooted in
the Christian conviction that all power—whether in the realm of
the physical or the realm of ideas—must be limited by counter-
power, that partial views need the countervailing thrust of other
views. Church-related colleges may enrich their own educational
climate as well as serve a useful role in the wider context of
American higher education by the cultivation of dissentious pro-
cesses of learning and critical pluralism in societal values.
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Though church-related and private institutions may perform
this countervailing function by their very exisience, they may find
it possible to play an even more active and vital role. With their
relative independence of pressures from political bodies, these
colleges may find new educational patterns in which to serve as
pioneers for the larger community of higher education. Moving
creatively beyond the isomorphic tendencies present in both
public and non-public higher education, Florida Presbyterian
College blazed trails in interdisciplinary curriculum construction
and in classroom design. In similar fashion, Lewis and Clark
College developed innovatively a program in international educa-
tion, oreparing students better for living in our multi-cultured
world.

James Perkins has observed that the rigidity into which
German and English patterns of higher education have fallen
during this century has inhibited continuing creativity within
those European systems. They “‘are now frozen in the organiza-
tional concrete of the German institute and the English college.
Now that German, and particularly English, social and economic
development both demand and need new and more rounded
orientation in higher education, the universities face a major
upheaval if they are to respond.” Quite clearly, parallel dangers
exist at present in American higher education. If we are to escape
ossification, then it is necessary for colleges and universities to
move quite self-consciously beyond isomorphism and conformity.

By being different, church-related colleges are performing a
needed function. These differences will be even more significant
if these colleges continue to draw on the resources of the Judeo-
Christian faith in order to discover needs in society and to move
creatively in response. Technological innovations will probably
occur in the well-financed laboratories of the federal-grant univer-
sities, but sensitivity to social injustice and striving to make the
world more fit for human habitation are areas in which church
colleges can join with concerned persons in public and private

institutions.
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Academic excellence is not enough today. [If all colleges
attempt to become instant Huarvards or creeping Cuarletons. then
the competition for the “best’ students and the donors foir such
education will be won only by the swift and the suave. There are
other needs which church-related colleges are miceting and areas
into which they might move. In so doing. they will meet
important needs other than sheer excellence.

More attention must be given in Am\ericun cducation to the
large number of students who full in the middle range ot abilities.
By circumstance. more than byv choice. church-related colieges
have in fact been serving this group. The importance of these
persons for the quality of society has been vastly underestimated.
To educate them for social sensitivity and involvement has poten-
tialities only beginning to be realized. In a democratic society.
social change depends not onlv on innovative leadership but on
an electorate prepared to support it. Colleges which have pro-
grams In urban studies. in black education. in ecology. and in
social change, and which engage students with actual situations
and train them in the realities of politics are contributing to a
better world.

There is also the group in Americin society who are now in
their late thirties or early forties and who therefore missed out
on the expansion of higher education in the 1950’s. Persons in
this category are often trapped in deadend occupations and suffer
great frustration as a result. They are the bitter supporters of
right-wing political figures. They support repressive police power
and the prevention of dissent. Church-related colleges. because of
their close community involvements, can and often are undertak-
ing programs for this disadvantaged group.

Recruiting from minority groups expands the ability of
higher education to respond to demands for greater equality.
Some colleges are finding opportunities for community education
and student learning in the societal division over Viet Nam, in
urban renewal., and in international education.

Church-related colleges can transform the tradition of social
concern into involvement with the social policy of their regions.
These colleges are already providing an essential function through
educating future leaders in socieiy. Involvement of the present
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leadership in consideration cf issues relating to the welfare of the
community is a step which colleges are often making and could
easily make. One college, faced with the possibility of moving to
another city because of an economic depressicn where it was
located. decided 1nstead to aid the local industry and civic leaders
in working tfor economic recovery. The effort was successful and
the college grew with the community. receiving greater support
and acceptance.

Not all church-related colleges are exercising their power in
the area of social change and social policy. But it wonld be a
distinct loss if the churches did not support these colleges o use
their strategic locations in communities across the nation to
educate students and societal leaders for responsible roles in
humanizing the environment.

For the most part, education related to churches in this
country has been sectarian and divisive in its effect. The church
college l:as nc:, until recently, been an exception. But the
pressures of the public pr.sent in higher education ‘and the pull
of the ecumenical future in interchurch relations have had sweep-
ing influence upon most sectors of life and program in institutions
sponsored by churches. Write Patililo and Mackenzie:

People whe think that rigid sectarianism is the principal defect of
church-related higher education are 50 years behind the times.

We are in a new situation in world culture, one which offers
the possibilities for contributions to education from church
colleges emerging from their sectarian past and denominational
relationships. As we move into an era when education for
ecumer:city iS needed, we must nct lose the relationship to
particular ecclesiastical commuities which is enriching educa-
tional preparation for living in a world of diversity.

The ecumenical movement among various Christian groups
today points to a wider phenomenon which is a conirolling
characteristic of the contemporary world. Himan society has
been divided into widely divergent comimunities of interpretation
as far back as we can trace man’s history. Man has worshipped
different gods, understood his world in diverse ways, regarded
his fellow humans in various perspectives, and ordered his pri-
orities around different purpuses. Heretofore, men could live in
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their communities relativzly untouched by conflicting faiths
except in times of upheaval or in cosmopolitan centers. Now
the technological revolution in communications and travel brings
all communities of interpretation into close confrontation within
the global marketplace. Education for dividedness is no longer
education for living in riis world. We must be prepared not only
for ecumenicity but for living in the global marketplace of con-
flicting faiths and life-styles.

Church-related education. to the extent that it can escape
the confines of a sectarian past, is in an excellent pesition to
educate for a world of creative diversity. This can be done by
recognizing and !iting to a level of careful examination the
religious and national variety of our world, by providing direct
experience with different cultural and ethnic orientations, and by
cultivating an educational process inclusive of multiple faith
perspectives.

Cultural and international studies can coniribute to such
education, as can programs which take students off campus into
study abroad and into cities, ghettos, and policy-shaping centers.
But further. church colleges can enter into alliances with other
denominational colleges for these programs. Both students and
insiructors will stand explicitly within particular faith contexts
as they work and learn together. In this way, the sectarian past
may contribute to iather than hamper education for ecumenicity

and for participation in the global marketplace. What appears as
a disadvantage may instead be utilized to enhance education. For
we do not exist in a world of non-faith, as the public arena would
often lead us to pretend., but rather in a world of multiple,
contending faiths within which we must learn to live.

Education of this kind will teach that we need not fear
those of different faiths but can, inistead, learn from them in ways
which will enrich our own faith and our life together. We educate
in such a context not for a dividedness which no longer really
exists but for creative diversity in a global culture.

As sectarian fears have declined and the diversity of the
public present has become clear, many church-related colleges
have already moved into varieties of consortia with other denomi-
national institutions—:2 share teaching resources, to engage in
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joint programs abroad or in urban settings, for student exchange
programs: for shared tacilities in libraries, science laboratories, and
computer equipment. Models for cooperation are proliferating.
It would be a serious loss to the American educational system if
the contribution presentiy being made. and that which is poten-
ual, within the close cooperation of college and church were

abandoned.

Probably the greatest loss, if the ties between college ani
church were severed. would be sustained by the churches; but this
loss to the churches would also be detrimental to American
society. To put it another way, cne of the most important
contributions which church-related colleges make to society is
indirectly through the churches by which they are sponsored.
Quite clearly, this indirect contribution of higher education to
society through the churches is and can be made alsc by public
colleges and universities; but the closer the relation, provided it is
not one of control on one side or the other, the greater the
possibilities of usefulness.

One clarification is in order at this point, one which applies
to all that has been said about the contribution of church-related
colleges to society. Many hold, either by intention or through
inadvertence, that the purpose of religion is to serve and enhance
the society of which it is a part. In particular, a criterion often
applied to Christianity in the United States is its usefulness to
American society. Some would even deny to the churches the
right to be critical of national policies and goals. Let me dis-
sociate myself from these and similar views. While it is true that
religion does serve to bind personal, social, and cultural action
systems into a whole, it also provides both the legitimation of and
critical perspective upon the value structure and goals of these
systems. The Judeo-Christian heritage and the institutions in
American society which purport to embody that heritage have
contributed much to that society and will continue to do so, but
they do not exist in order to serve that society. The purposes
which they serve are rooted in a wider reality than is encompassed
in any one society, and the faith which empowers that heritage
is constantly transcending the values of every particular special
group. Those who would judge churches by their contribution
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to the naticnal values and purposes betray that heritage and an-
nounce their real religion to be nationalism. We may push the
point even further and assert that the most important contribu-
tion which churches make to American society is through their
critique of cultural norms. Such a critique impels a society
toward the continuing change and permanent revolution essential
to its development.

Though churches have often served to endorse the srarus
quo, minorities inspired by Judeo-Christian faith have provided
continuing and crucial sources of protest. criticism, and change in
the United States. The decade now closing is no exception.

In this era of increasing complexity and rapidly developing
technology. churches and churchmen need more than devotion
and commitment in order to take action on behalf of change
which will make the world more human. The church-related
college is increasingly becoming a resource for churches as they
seek to engage society on its creative edge of change. Father
John Walsh has stated it this way: “To think of the Catholic
university as an instrument of the Church for the carrying out
of its rteaching mission leads. I think, both to serious misunder-
standing of the Church’s teaching mnission in itself and to pro-
found distortions of the nature of a university. . . . It appears to
me that the generic relationship between the Church and the
Catholic university is one of the manifestations—perhaps the
highest formal, explicit, and systematic manifestation—of the
Church learning.”

To the extent that the churches take seriously their mission
to be agents of criticism and change in American society, they
must enter into the realm of policy research and social policy
development. In the modern world, policy inquiry and action
cannot be carried out either exclusively or even primarily by
clergy. Nor is it sufficient to talk of the ministry of the laity.
Rather, policy inquiry and action require the ministry of church-
men in sectors of society where they are not laymen but experts
and responsible for policv decisions.

Churches must have close ties with higher education if the
resources of new knowledge and skills are to shape the ministries
which the contemporary world requires. No longer is it possible
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to rely on catechetical classes and Sunday schools—and it was
probably never either wise or possible—for the preparation of
ministers, lay and clerical, for the diverse needs of society.
Colleges and universities—church-sponsored, private, and public—
are required for the enormous and varied challenges of ministry
in our complex and changing world. Two functions. at least, are
essential: first. to educate youth who have some grasp of con-
temporary society and culture and who therefore have the
potential for leadership in ministry; and second, to provide the
technical knowledge and expert skills required for ministry. This
is no time for cutting ties between churches and colleges!

Social policy requires the uniting of commitment. knowl-
edge, and the power of decision. Let us not underestimate the
contribution which churches as communities of faith and action
can make to the humanization of society. but let us not deceive
ourselves into believing that ministry can be carried out apart
from the training and skills which higher education offers.

Such a view has implications for the relation of church
agencies to church-sponsored colleges. The older attempts at
sectarian control, which in most cases are no longer pcssible, must
be abandoned. Colleges will be useful to churches only as they
participate in the marketplace of academic freedom and perfor-
mance. Nor should funds from church agencies be allocated
without carefuily-ordered priorities to any college bearing the
denominational name. Instead, church agencies ought to use their
financial resources: 1) to provide basic academic strength, 2) to
encourage joint planning and action with other colleges in order
to strengthen the educational process, 3) to provide for develop-
ment of programs which prepare youth to become sensitive and
experienced agents of change whether their ministries will be in
ecclesiastical or public positions, and 4) to encourage the develop-
ment of social policy education which will provide resources for
churches and public groups in understanding the needs of man
today and taking action to improve the human lot.

The task of the churches in higher education has not been
completed. Many contributions are yet to be made. If colleges
and churches sever their ties, what will be lost is not the past or
the present but the future.
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Commentary
Sr. Mary Griffin, B.V_M.

My major problem in responding to Dr. McCoy’s incisive
paper was how to say anything more than a Molly Bloom-ish
‘““yes” whenever he stopped for breath. For I found myself in
practically continuous agreement with what he was saving. namely
that church-related higher education 1s in crisis:

a) that it’s not sure who it is;

b) that it’s not sure what purpose it serves;

c) that it’s not at all sure that it has a future.

Actually, Dr. McCoy is quite reassuring on these three scores. He
traces the long and not undistinguished past of the church colleges
and lists the important contributions such schools are making
today—not least among these the fact that they are providing
visible alternatives of form and function in a system of education
increasingly government dominated.

But when he looks to the future, he predicts that only those
schools will survive, and perhaps deserve to survive, which have
the courage to play a radically new role in American society—one
no ionger isolated, no longer unique, no longer protectionist. For
if it is to live up to its claims of Christian faith, the church college
will have to move out of its splendid isolationism into a position
of open servanthood. acknoswledging its solidarity with man and
society and addressing itself through specifications and programs
to the common good. In short. he is proposing not a theological
but an ethical goal, not a metaphysical but a prophetic role, not
a stance of fervent endorsement of prevailing national policies,
but of critical dissent from policies repressive of minority points

of view.

William Shirer, speaking in Chicago recently, hazarded the
prediction that America could be the first democratic nation in
history freely to vote in facism. In that city where the forces of
law and the use of violence are beginning to appear synonymous,
such a threat had an ominous ring. Dr. McCoy’s paper does not
exaggerate in suggesting that today it is the state which is becom-
ing the ““most significant threat to freedom and diversity in
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America.” and that it would be an incalculable loss if the churches
ceased to mount a countervailing power against state-supported
higher education.

Yet church colleges must do more than attempt to neutralize
the increasingly repressive temper of the country. George
Pickering. director of a Chicago-based research institute, points
out that the social program of the churches 1s at a moment of
critical decision which cannot be evaded. It centers around the
general question of institutional seriousness and ““whether that
can become integral to the social program of the churches.”

The problem of the colleges allied with these churches, is,
feel, identical. As Mr. Pickering puts it. ‘“‘institutional serious-
ness is of a piece with unflinching encounter with the issues of the
social order: . . . it need not be a retreat from such matters. . . .
encounter is indeed of the esserce of the institution which is being
called to seriousness.”

Two questions emerge from such a line of reasoning: 1) How
acceptable would such a self-understanding be among church

colleges? 2) How-—practically speaking—could these schools
creatively respond on the level of program and action to the

challenge which Dr. McCoy would set for them? He himself has
cited some 1maginative answers to the latter question, stressing
the importance of cultivating ‘‘dissensual processes of learning
and critical pluralism in societal values.”” In calling attention to
the over-307s group trapped in deadening jobs and drifting bitterly
to the political right, he gives a new dimension to the word ‘‘dis-
advantaged™ and suggests an important new segment of concern
for church-related colleges. To Florida Presbyteiian and Lewis
and Clark colleges, suggested as trail-blazing models, I would add
Johnston College, the new cluster college of the University of
Redlands., which is evolving an educational pattern around inter-
cultural, interpersonal and International values and attempting to
respond creatively to urban and social needs In its own region as
well as in distant cultures. From colleges like these should come
if not community leaders, certainly an enlightened electorate
ready to support the programs of social change which can bring
about a better world non-violently, in a Christian way.

To my first question: How acceptable would be this self-
understanding among church colleges—this image as servant, as
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prophet, as critic of the culture in which it exists, there is no
ready answer. Speaking from the vantage point of the schools I
know most intimately—the Catholic colleges—I would be inclined
to say that this self-concept might prove to be a controversial one.
For it would seem that

a) there arc no models to go by

b) there is no theology to support it

¢) there is no tradition to encourage it.
Yet this self-understanding is certainly in the spirit of the social
statements of Vatican II, especially The Constitution on the
Church in the Modern World, by far the most encouraging docu-
ment yet produced by the Church with reference to the building
up of the social order. That Constitution does in many places
give strong directives toward the development of a society that
is hurnan and of institutions that serve individuals. It speaks of
restructuring the economic order, of political involvement, and of
the ccascious development of culture. But even in this document
which insists on an essentially secular role for the Christian there
are cornstant reminders that this world is not all.

The notion of servanthood appears to me to have been a
minor theme in post-Tridentine Catholicism which has always
emphasized the world as a threat to individual salvation and re-
minded its members that they are citizens of two worlds. Up to
Vatican II we Catholics came predominately out of a tradition of
splendid isolationism and unique mission. And perhaps no group
has been more deeply involved with this two-world notion than
the religious orders which in America have founded and still
control and maintain a major share of the Catholic colleges. Even
when the great social encyclicals of Leo XIII and Pius XI have
been taught on Catholic campuses, it has been hard to see in the
lives of our graduates that the injunctions to reconstruct the
social order have been taken seriously. As Andrew Greeley dis-
covered in his recent study of Catholic alumni of 1961, only 36%
accepted the Kerner Report’s claim that white racism does cause
Negro unrest.

Moreover the Catholic college has always had a double goal
in educating its students: 1) to protect their faith from the world;
2) to help the immigrants up the social ladder in that same world.
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Thus our colleges have admittedly played a socialization role
which now makes it difficult to foster criticism of society.
Protestant colleges, after all, like Protestanit churches, grew up in
a tradition of dissent. Catholic colleges are out of a tradition
which has rejected it. And even now Catholic dissent lags behind
Protestant dissent on university campuses. To develop, as
Dr. McCoy suggests, programs of study and action aimed at serv-
ing the public good is to ask for an unprecedented value commit-
ment and public stance on the part of the church colleges.

As the experience of the Vietnam Moratorium disclosed, it
will be hard for any church-related college to do this without
risking the accusation of institutional involvement in politics and
experiencing a possible loss of funds. The president of one north-
shore campus which had taken an institutional stand against the
war, reminded his faculty that ‘““As a not-for-profit corporation
operating under the laws of the state of Illinois and with tax-
exemption privileges from the Federal Government,’”’ the college
“may not lend its corporate support to efforts that may influence
legislation.” ‘

Yet the needs of the times do point to such a revolutionary
mission for the Christian college, whatever it costs to do so. And
some schools will, I am certain, move in this direction of social

concern and action.

For the Catholic college which sees it this way there are
positive forces of support. The new spirit of ecumenism is break-
ing down the isolation of Catholicism. New Biblical scholarship
and theological interpreters like Rahner and de Chardin have
reawakened Catholics to their solidarity with the human family
and their responsibility for creative involvement in this world here
and now.

Admittedly not all Catholic colleges, not all church colleges,
are “‘exercising their power in the area of social change and
social policy.” Dr. McCoy has articulated ways in which the
colleges can humanize the environment, can serve human and
not merely sectarian needs, or in Mr. Riesman’s words, can ‘‘fuse
academic proficiency with concern for questions of ultimate
social and moral importance.” (The Academic Revolution,
p. 405) Dr. McCoy suggests that we need church-related colleges
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today to provide alterns ives to the deadly tendencies toward
educational sameness. The implication here, of course, is that
the church-tie does make for diversity in values and commitment.
If this is true, one would expect church colleges to be charac-
terized by suchh things as

a) a visible commitment to the common good

b) a high level of social conscivusness

¢c) a fearless criticism of national morality

d) a notable climaie of academic freedom

e) a pervasive practice of social justice, etc.
Unfortunately, at the present moment on= cannot miake such
claims for many church colleges. Like their secular counterparts,
church colleges have managed to ignore the same needs i1 soci-
ety—the needs of blacks, 1or example, of Indians, of mincrities
generally. Now with tuition costs spiralling they are in danger of
ignoring the poor.

Like many another observer of the educational scene, I do
not think that church-related colleges will disappear overnigait.
But unless they are dramatically revivified in the terms we have
been discussing here today, their influence will inevitably decline
2nd the important contributions they might have made will be
lost both to the churches and to American society. It is to be
hoped that Dr. McCoy’s provocative assessment of what these
colleges could be about in the 1970’s does not come toc late to
make a significant difference.
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Secularization — Public Trust:
The Development of Catholic Higher Education
in the United States

joseph P. Kelly

It is a difficult task to present a paper concerned with
society and particularly with two of societies most significant
and turbulent institutions . . . colleges and churches. As society

becomes more complex every institution is being called upon to
give an account of its stewardship. We are all aware of the
stresses and strains of our time. These are largely the result of
technology, affluence and the rising expectation of involvement
in institutions most closely touching our lives. Qurs is an age of
politics, and the traditional frames in which politics takes place
no longer obtain. An uneven, unplanned discussion about the
quality and composition of our lives has been under way in the
formulation of public policy since the early 1960’s. This paper is
primarily concerned with the period 1945—-1969 . . . the first
quarter century of this era of politicization. No longer can the
conservative polarize politics by decrying the invasion of the
federal government into his life . . . no longer can the liberal hold
that all that is needed is more government funding.

We have found that government—federal, state, and local—
touch our lives every day. Education, like politics, became almost
suddenly, it seems, an all pervasive factor in our lives. Our
economy and the promise of a good life for all has made us the
first nation in history to hold out the promise of a college educa-
tion for all of our youth.

It is in this context that the reevaluation of Catholic higher
education has been taking place. This paper will pertain specif-
ically to changes in Catholic colleges and universities. The dis-
orientation that these events has caused within the Catholic
church has been much more intensive as well as extensive than
has occurred in other denominations. However, the pattern of
growth and change toward secularization occurring here is essen-
tially the same as that which occurred in Protestant institutions
in an earlier era.
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I believe there is in the United States a natural evolution
from the sponsoring denominational institution to its progeny—
the private institution. The recent policy changes authored by
St. Louis University, Notre Dame University, and most Catholic
colleges and universities support this contention. It isin this way
that the churches . . . Catholic and Protestant . . . have made their
greatest and most significant contribution to the nation, or ... to
the people of God. Professor Charles E. Peterson traces this
development in his paper, The Church-Relared College: Whernce
Before Whither. The record, as he describes it, however, is largely
the history of other than Catholic institutions.

The contribtution that churches have made to the American
natior cannot be overestimated and need not be explained . . . the
record is clear, from Harvard and Yale to St. Louis University and
Notre Dame University. It is difficult to imagine higher education
in the United States without this hallcwed tradition. It is, how-
ever, less difficult to imagine the United States of 2001 with a
system of higher education that will include only state institu-
tions. The agenda of all private education should include this
possibility as a high priority as we plan for the future.

The Beginning—A Total Systemn

Catholic education, from elementary to the university, was
the product of an immigrant people who came to live in a nation
where institutions and values were predominantly Protestant.
There was a unity of purpose and function that underlay this
seli-contained structure. Its relationship to the general public was
consistent. It paid its own way . . . it was avowedly Catholic . . .
its purpose was to train Catholics. There is, and can be no
question of the contribution this educational system has made to
the United States. The system, however, rested upon the premise
that there would be, at all times, a sufficient number of religious
(priests, brothers and sisters) to staff the schools and colleges.
Growth of the institutions and the integration of the Catholic
population into the United States were to be key factors in all
aspects of change within the Catholic church.

The limits of this paper preclude discussion of the parochial
schools in the United States. However, I want to mention the
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problem of staffing with religious. It is the san.e problem that
has contributed to a tremendous increase in operating costs at the
college and university level. The shortage of sisters to staff paro-
chial schools has placed great financial burdens on the system.
It is inevitable that the parochia! school system will be radically
changed, curtailed or perhaps even phased out. The remaining
vestige of it will most likely be prep-type high schools that are
expensive and bear little, if any, resemblance to the basically
democratic parish or diocesan parochial school. There is a close
parallel here to what is happening in Catholic colleges and

universities.

Carholic Colleges, Public Funds, Growth and Secularization

World War II was a great watershed for Catholic higlier edu-
cation. Following that war, the right to a college education for
the more than 12 million veterans who served in that war, was
embodied in the /5. 1. Bill of Rignts. It was written to enable the
individual to use his stipend at whatever college c¢r university he
wished. Under provisions of the law, veterans were able to use

the stipend for seminary education as well. The impact this had
on all private and church-related, as well as state institutions, is
difficult to exaggerate. In the future, it may well be seen that
this has; had a greater social, economic and political effect on
society than the Morrell Act of 1863. However, the concept of
tax money going to privaie and church-related institutions was
established. It is interesting to note that there was little or no
discussion concerning its constitutionality.

Other breakthroughs in federal funding took place in the-
1950’s. Laws such as the Public Facilities Act of 1957 are the
type to which I refer. These laws were also enacted with no
significant analysis of educational priorities. The constitutionality
of federal funds to church-related institutions was not questioned
to any important degree. The expenditure of tax money for
higher education will not be enacted so quickly or so broadly in
the future. The survival of public-private institutions may depend
upon our ability to meet the demands of the ‘““new politics’ of
educational financing.
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We are a people hard put to place priorities for national
policy in any context other than national defense.* After the
Soviet Union put Sputnik into space, the American people became
more fearful of our security. The reaction of national leaders was
that our system of education had fallen far behind Russia in
science and technology. A hurried. superficial analysis of our
educational system was conducted. One result was another infu-
sion of federal money into higher education. The intent of the
law was to buttress our national defense. Once again tax money
was made available to private as well as state institutions. This
was, of course, during the Eisenhower Administration.

The infusion of federal money into Catholic higher education
was instrumental in providing growth capital for these institutions.
The G. 1. Bill of Rights had a great effect on coeducational and
men’s institutions. The Facilities Act and other laws brought the
Catholic colleges owned and operated by religious sisters’ con-
gregations into the pattern of growth and development of sec-
uiarization. During this same period, private foundations began
to grant ‘“‘seed money’’ to all varieties of colleges and universities.

These events precipitated a serious shortage of priests,
brothers and sisters to assume the increased responsibilities.
Along with the shortage of religious to staff the colleges and
universities, came an ever accelerating increase in operating costs.
The government matching grants for facilities proved to be a
mixed blessing. It provided basic growth money, but in order to
match the grant it required a corresponding increase in the whole
area of development, i.e., fund-raising. It was during this period
that Catholic institutions took a great leap forward, with little or
no analysis of costs, consequences or priorities for their institu-
tions or religious orders.

Catholic educators thought matching grants (government and
foundations), and increased student bodies would inevitably
produce economically viable colleges and universities. Before
any one takes umbrage zt this last statement . . . the haphazard

*The rationale for the expenditure of federal money to assist students and to build
highways (in the same period) was that our national defense would be strengthened.
The result was that these interesting tities are scen in print every day: The National
Defense Educational Act and the National Defense Highway Act.
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funding of all higher education has entrapped all educators and
institutions. Even state universities are caught in the competition
for the tax dollar. They have some obvious advantages. however,
so we need not sympathize with them.

During this time the pressing problems of Catholic higher
education appeared to be matters concerning growth and progress.
The questioning of the nature of Catholic instituticns had not yet
surfaced. When it became an issue, however, its core had little to
do with separation of church and state. The inability of Catholic
colleges and universities to define their institutional governance
and policy with some precision clouds the status of private higher
education in the formation of public policy. This could be an
important factor in the future of college and university education
in the United Stutes.

When the effect of the cost squeeze and the decrease in
religious vecations began to intensify, Catholics increasingly went
to state legislators for assistance for parochial systems. These
questions have at their core interpretations of the First Amend-
ment and the ‘“‘new politics’” of educational funding. It appeared
then that Catholic colleges and universities were not to be caught
in this same squeeze of cost or constitutionality. It was only
after Vatican II that deeper questions of the nature and function
of Catholic universities overshadowed, for a time, the issue of aid
to beleagured parochial school parents.

As Catholic colleges and universities went to the public for
support, as they went public for recruitment of faculty, students,
board members, and eventually administrators, they became
public or secular institutions. This ““going public’ is often viewed
as being solely for economic reasons. This is too narrow a view
of the complex development of church-reiated institutions. It
reaily underestimates, in my opinion, the genuine desire on the
part of Religious to serve mankind in the world rather than “‘save
or corvert.”

A significant development in this period was the need to
make distinctions between Catholic higher education and the
elementary and secondary components of that system. It came
to be made upor the grounds that indoctrination takes place in
the latter. but not in higher education. The need to justify
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receipt of tax money for private or church-related colleges and
universities precipitated this public dialogue. The record will
show that the leadership in elaboration of this viewpoint came
from Catholic university presidents. They spoke to the issue at
the national level. It is important to note that this occurred
before colleges operated by sisters’ congregations emerged into
the public forum. The case can be made that priest-educators
spoke for all Catholic education before 1963. Roman Catholic
sisters in higher education did not emerge as ‘‘public figures’ akin
to their priest counterparts until after Vatican II.

Matters concerned with the growth and development oi
Catholic colleges and universities was further complicated by the
tendency of many Catholic educators to view all three levels of
Catholic educaticn as “‘a system.” Many religious orders were in
the business of “owning and operating’ higher educaitional insti-
tutions, as well as elementary and secondary schools. Is it any
wonder that peopie . . . educators and non-educators . . . as well
as legislators and judges, in general, tend to view Catholic educa-
tion as a totality. This confusion is a continuing problem, as I

shall discuss later.

By isclating the effects of federal financing on Catholic
higher education, one does violence to the complexity of instizu-
tional development. During these twenty years or so, there was
an increasing diaspora of Catholics from the core cities of
metropolitan America into the suburbs. In short, the American
Catholic became educated and moved with a degree of affluence
into the mainstream of the nation’s economic and social life. The
nation in which their forebearers felt alien had come to be their
country as much as that of ‘the Protestants.’

The most conspicuous and distinguished producis of this
educational system were thie priests, sisters and brothers who were
making higher education their profession. 7Too little note has
been taken of the causes and consequences of the growth in
professionalism that was occurring among professors and admin-
istrators of the Catholic colleges in the last two decades of this
century. As the religious, faculty and administrators became

1A}

more and more professional, i.e., secular, thcir relative and
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absolute numbers were decreasing. and their institutions were
growing larger and more complex.

The Sixries: Politics— Vatican II and Accountability

These changes in the Catholic church took place when
technology was able to focus the nation and the world’s attention
on matters that had never been reported in the media, much less
discussed openly within religious orders. Most American Catholics
took pride in one of their number being elected to the presidency
at this time. The response of Pope Jchn XXIII to the people of
the world who were not of his faith elicited the same kind of
feeiings. These events and times gave promise to be the precursor
of an “‘era of good feeling” in the Christian world.

This radical questioning of Catholic institutions has been all
pervasive for at least six years. The questioning of basic values
and institutions of the Catholic church had its public roots . . .
its sanction . . . in Vatican II. It was in this frame that discussion
of the nature of Catholic colleges and universities began to occur.
The fact that questions pertaining to authority and obedience,
collegiality of bishops, birth control, the nature and validity of
religious life itself, and priestly celibacy, all took place at the
same time. intensified the difficulties of those whose profession of
religious vows had taken them into responsible positions in
Catholic colleges and universities. It is to the great credit of
Catholic educators and the Church, in general, that the bulk of
this discussion took place in academic circles.

The Catholic church’s battle of aggiornamento was con-
ducted in an all inclusive frame, ranging from the proper length
of nun’s habits to the deepest Constitutional questions of the
First Amendment’s provision of separation of church and state,
to the nature of papal authority. It was almost impossible tc
know whether a priest or sister spoke for the Church as a religious,
or as a university president. Rules . . . functions . . . rights . . .
obligations . . . all were mixed in with almost every religious who
spoke publicly. The individual listening decided in which role
the priest or sister was speaking.

The call for ecumenism that flowed from WVatican II had
perhaps its greatest impact on Catholic colleges and universities

76

81



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

in three important ways: (1) The wall of separateness was greatly
reduced between Catholic institutions and those in the state and
private sector: (2) The principle of public debate and discussion
came on the scene with a vengeance:; and (3) Nearly all Catholic
colleges and universities rushed with great vigor to include laymen.

Catholic and others, in their support structure . . . all done. »f
course. in the relatively old “‘advisory board” frame. By this

time, Catholic institutions had taken giant steps toward being
more public than Catholic.

The debate was cast in terms of what is a Catholic college . . .
why should they survive . . . are they unique ... orjust the same
as Harvard? The irony of this question was lost on many during
this heated period of discussion.

Professor Peterson says in his survey of the American experi-
ence of church-related colleges, that as Protestant denominational
colleges went ‘“‘secular” it was generally within the framework of
localism, and occasioned no great uproar among the denomina-
tions that had originally sponsored the institutions. This is
definitely not the case in the Catholic pattern of growth. develop-
ment and definition. There was to be no blessed anonymity for
the Catholic institutions and religious orders as thiey made the
public transition to secularity.

The conditions in which this trend has been taking place
among Catholic church-related colleges exhibited several major
differences when compared to other denominations. First, the
Protestant churches were in no way as binding in authority and
obedience as was the Catholic church. Second, was the fact the
Catholic school system was so interwoven into the fabric of the
lives of Catholics—elementary, high school, colleges and univer-
sities—that any change in one area triggered a response in other
parts of the Catholic constituency. Third, only a few institutions
like St. Louis University were deeply rooted in the local com-
munity, as Professor Peterson tells us earlier denominational
colleges were. Certainly, few if any sister colleges were thought
of as community assets by their immediate neighbors.

A brief survey of the continuing debate among Catholic
educators will serve to show the intensity of feelings over the
recent policies as espoused by such eminent educators as Father
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Paul Reinert and Father Theodore Hesburgh for their institutions
and religious orders. My point is not to set up straw men . . .
rather it is to try to underscore this murkiness of purpose and the
effect it has on questions of public policy for higher education
in general, and for private institutions in particular.

An important example of one who decries recent develop-
ments in Catholic higher education is Eugene E. Grollmes, S.J..
who states,

Since their founding, Catholic colleges have been concerned about

salvation. Lately, however, the focus of their concern seems to have

changed somewhat. Instead of the salvation of their students, Catholic
colleges have become more and more concerned with their own salva-
tion.?

He rebukes Father Paul Reinert for his statement,

The preservation and development of Catholic higher education is

based on the assumption that we have something unique to offer for

the benefit of American society.?

The difference between Father Reinert and Father Grollmes
is basic and speaks directly to the question of the nature and
governance of Catholic institutions. This difference is at the heart
of the question of developing Catholic institutions, and their
obvious movement into the public-private sector that characterizes
all but a few Catholic colleges and universities. If Catholic
colleges and universities exist that ascribe to Father Grollmes
view of salvation as part of the policy, governance, counselling,
and curriculum, then they can rightly be classified as church-
related or Catholic. However, they would then be very different
institutions than St. Louis University, Notre Dame University and
Fordham University, just to mention a few. ‘

Professor Robert B. Nordberg, Marquette University, writes
in 1967,

One simply doesn’t know from day to day, any more. what it means
to be a Catholic. By the same token, one doesn’t know what it means
to be a Catholic institution.3

lFugene E. Grollmes, S.J., Catholic Colleges: The Pearl Called Urnigqueness, (Catholic
Educational Review, 1967), p. 361.

g
“Ibid.

3Robert B. Nordberg, S.J., The Role of Carholic Universities: How Confused Can We
Ger? (Catholic Educational Review, 1967), p. 433.
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Father Grollmes takes a harder tack in the following remark
concerning honesty among his fellow Catholics:
If Catholic educators honestly believe these teachings are true, then

it would seem they incur the obligation to act like it, and their insti-
tutions should, naturally, but unmistakably reflect this belief.?

This challenge should be directed to the religious superiors of the
administrators and, apparently, faculty to whom he refers.

Professor Nordberg’s view as to who should constitute the
faculty of a Catholic university where a, **. . . “vision of the whole’
permeates every part.” ® is most interesting. He writes,"Those,
obviously, who have this vision.” ® . . . in the same article he
continues, “And never should it (the Catholic university) hire a
faculty member who shows no evidence of having had that vision
in the first place.””” [t is obvious that this ‘“selectivity’’ raises
serious questions as to the quality. purpose as well as the right to
public funds of a college or university that espouses these views
as their reason for being. This leads directly into questions of the
First Amendment and the Maryland Case.

Dr. Dennis Bonnett, Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
Niagara University, New York, is also concerned with the condi-
tion of Catholiz education. His statement illustrates the confusion
I spoke of earlier when people lump the three levels of education
together. He writes,

In a general pastoral letter dated nearly a century ago, the hierarchy
of the United States made clear those reasons for which a Catholic
educational system was necessary—thereby illustrating the evils which
must be expected to fill the lacuna created by secularization. Dare we
assert that ‘popularized irreligion’ and ‘agnosticism’ represent n~ real
threat today?@

Professor Bonnett has this to say concerning his fellow
educators,

Those Catholic educators who presently flee from the ‘stigma” of
orthodoxy, and in the name of ““academic freedom™ would gladly

40p. Cit., p. 364.
5, 6, 7T0p. Cir., p. 439.

8Dennis Bonnett, The Effect of Secularism in Catholic Higher Education on American
Society, (Catholic Educational Review, 1968-69), p. 147.
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exchange the values of Christian humanism in favor of a thoroughly
secular humanism exhibit the most glaring instance of Secularism and
Modernism. For, in seeking to “free” the educational process from the
guidance of the Magisterium of the Church, they would cut off the
training of society from the influence of true religion.®
One has to wonder why this complaint is not addressed to the
governing board of these institutions.
One last example from the same source is worth noting,
. . that even dogma is not allowed to stand in the way of those who
would betray the teaching of the Church and secularize Her schools.’®

This statement would seem to call for even a higher authority
than the board of trustees when the debate over the direction of
the college or university reaches ‘“‘dogma . . . vision . . . salvation™
it enters the realm of theological orthodoxy. Therein lies the
crux of the problem of this traditional position. It is, however,
this area that has not been thoroughly discussed within Catholic
academic and religious comimunities.

It is not my intention to take lightly the men or the ideas
they espouse. Their position, on the contrary, is important be-
cause it takes issue with such outstanding Catholic educators and
institutions. Their position has an internal consistency. However,
it does not reflect church-related higher education development
in the United States.

The questions raised by these traditional educators does
deserve more serious attention and discussion. This kind of eval-
unation has significance within and without the Catholic constit-
uency. It can no longer be the concern only of the religious
orders and the hierarchy. No one can fault legislators, courts and
other educators in their being confused about Catholic colleges
and universities. This is apt to be more crucial in the future than
in the immediate past. I refer not to constitutional issues, but
rather to the highly political question of the status and value
private higher education is to have in national and state govern-
mental priorities.

S0p. Cir.. p. 145.
100pp. Cit.. p. 146.
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Father Paul C. Reinert, S.J., is by any standards, one of the
United States best academic administrators. Father Theodore
Hesburgh, C.S.C., is an undisputed leader in American education.
They have been taken to task by Justus George Lawler.* for
saying, ““Legal control by boards with a2 majority of lay trustees is
definitely the pattern for the future;” ‘‘Catholic schools have
become public trusts that should reflect the interests, needs and
desires of a much broader spectrum of people.””?

Professor Lawler pursues his quarry further in a most vigor-
ous manner,

If these are just the usual fund grubbing proclamations of Catholic
administrators who are obsessed with competing with non-Catholic
institutions on the one level when competition is foredoomed—
endowment and physical plant—then such statements may be dismissed
as negligibly opportunistic. . .12

The truth is that administrators think only in administrative categories
and therefore, cannot see any other solution to the present crisis in
Cathcliic higher education than to shift the authority to a level where
they, the administrators, will still retain the accouterments of office.
Whereas what is obviously demanded is that administration be reduced
to the performance of its proper housecleaning functions—to main-
taining the grounds neat and the buildings clean—and that the actual
control of the institutions be vested in the faculty and its chosen
representatives. In too many ways our universities still live in a
Counter Reformation world, the military world symbolized by St.
Ignatius—which is not intended to disparage the Jesuits who, quite
simply, constitute the intellect of the American Church. What we
have to return to is the ideal of the medieval university, to a world
symbolized by Dominic and Benedict whose priories and abbeys still
freely elect their own leaders.’3

Does anyone really believe men like Father Reinert, Father
O’Laughlin, Father Hesburgh and Monsignor John McGrath fit
their diatribe? Or, that the operation of a ccllege or university

*Justus George Lawler, editor ot ‘“Continuurn,’ an independent quarterly, sponsored
by St. Xavier College, Chicago, Illinois. Author of Christian Image, 1965; The Range
of Commitment, Essays of a Conservative Liberal, 1968; Nuclear War: Ethic, Rhetoric,
Reality, 1966.

11, 12justus George Lawler, In Defense of the Catholic University, (Catholic Mind,
1967), p. 26.

130p. cir., p. 27.
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is as simple as Professor Lawler seems to infer? If so, then the
real offenders must, of necessity, be the religious superiors of
these priests.

The confusion concerning Catholic higher education, how-
ever, stems not only from the more traditional educators. Father
Hesburgh takes Dr. Harvey Cox to task for stating, ““. . . what is
the role of the Church in the university?” . . . and answering,
““The organizational Church has no role. It should stay out.”4

Referring in the same paper to Miss Jacqueline Grennan’s
concern that the Church or the hierarchy might be forced to
endorse or negate the actions of a Catholic college or university,
Father Hesburgh writes,

“I simply say there is no such pressure on the Church or the hierarchy

under Notre Dame’s presens form of governance, which places it as an

institution under civil, not canon law.”’'> [The emphasis on “pres-
ent” is the writer’s, not that of Father Hesbuisgh.]

This policy statement by Father Hesburgh and the institu-
tional actions of St. Louis University, Fordham University,
Webster College and universities t00 numerous to mention, form
the basis of my thesis. I received a call last week from a board
member of a college operated by a sister’s congregation concern-
ing their search for a president. When asked what form of govern-
ance (ownership and control in an earlier era) they had, he
replied, ““We (he is a layman) are severing (terminating) legal and
canon relations with the Church.” He explained further, that the
Board would be self-perpetuating, and would not be limited to
Catholics. The Board would not be subject, in any way, to the
founding order of sisters. He repeated, that the college would be
“secular.” When a Catholic religious order implements this policy,
the college or university is a public-private institution and not
church-related.™

l4Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C., The Vision of a Great Catholic University, (Catholic
Mind, 1968), p. 45.

15rbid., p. 47.

*The status of diocesan colleges is different from those conducted by religious
orders. I would guess in the long run their development will be similar. This is certain
unless the diocese can provide sufficient financial support. A major difference between
order and diocesan institutions is that the latter has financial support from the
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The Search For Clarity

Soon after the peak was reached in the ideological furor over
these moves to secularity, there appeared a definitive statement of
what had been happening in Catholic academic institutions.
Monsignor McGrath’s short treatise, Catholic Institutions in the
United States: Canonical and Civil Law Status, 1968, examines
the questions involved in this paper.

Monsignor McGrath states,

. . . the charitable and educational institutions conducted under the
auspices of the Church were recognized as civil law institutions and
not subject to the canon law of the Church.

Charitable and educational institutions chartered as corporations under
American law are not owned by the sponsoring body. The legal title
to the real and personal property is vested in the corporation.

It is the corporation rhar buys and sells and borrows money. If any-
one owns the assets of the charitable or educational institution, iz is
the general public. Failure to appreciate this fact has led to the mis-
taken idea that the property of the institution is the property of the
sponsoring body.

He continues,

Since the institution and the sponsoring body are two separate and
distinct entities, the question arises as to what makes the institution
Catholic? The answer to this question lies in the influence over the
institution exercised by the sponsoring body. The structure of
American corporations provides four vehicles for directing and effec-
tuating this influence: (1) the charter and by-laws; (2) the board of
trustees; (3) the administration; and (4) the staff of the corporation. 8

I, for one, have serious reservations about some of Monsignor
McGrath’s conclusions as stated above. This excellent work gives
promise of clearing away a great deal of underbrush from the
question of Catholic colleges and universities and their church-
relatedness. However, there remains a great deal to be said by

16Monsignor John J. McGrath, Catholic Institutions in the United States: Canonical
and Civil Law Status, (The Catholic University of America Press, Washington, D.C.,
1968), pp. 32—33. [The emphases are the writer’s, not those of Monsignor McGrath. ]

institutional church. Colleges and universities operated by religious orders do not. The
simple exception is the Catholic University of America. This institution receives pro-
ceeds from a yearly collection taken at Sunday Mass across the nation—November 30,
was the day for that collection this year, 1969.
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Catholic educators and their religious orders on this subject.
There can be no question that what Monsignor McGrath has
described is in process in much of Catholic higher education
today. His treatise is a road map for many Catholic colleges and
universities.

The thesis of this paper is that those colleges and universities
opting along lines described in Monsignor McGrath’s book are
public-private institutions. They are public in their charters . . .

goals . . . purposes . . . governance . . . in their recruitment of
faculty . . . students . . . administrators . . . and in their requests
for support. These requests are based upon their service to
society. Institutions that clearly state their governance and

institutional policy in this manner leave those who would appeal
to the First Amendment or the Maryland Case with no argument.
These institutions are not “‘church-related.”” I agree with Dr. Cox
and with the policy made by such great Catholic educators as
Father Reinert, Father Hesburgh, Father McLaughlin, and Mrs.
Jacqueline Grennan Wexler. They, like Monsignor McGrath, have
led the way with courage and determination. However, their
boards of trustees, i.e , their religious superiors and their orders
have been the “responsible enablers.”” The position they have
taken that their institutions are ‘‘public trusts’ and not ‘‘owned
and controlled” speaks volumes about religious detachment in the
secular® affairs.

Let me conclude by saying that these educators, their
religious orders, and their institutions are answering the greatest
need of American higher education. Their response to the
demands of service to the people of their country, as well as to
their chosen profession as educators, is in the best tradition of the
Church in the United States. Charles F. Donovan, S.J., Academic
Vice-President of Boston College, said in 1963, ‘““The history of
American higher education is a sad story of loss of faith by
religious institutions.”” 77 I disagree!

*A personal note: My closest, most personal spiritual counsellors and friends, as I
grew up in the parochial school system, wers secular priests. The word secular never
heid any but positive meaning for me.

170p. Cit., p. 375.
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I read this history in a different way . . . Another educator,
Ladislas M. Orsy, S.J., chairman of the Theology Department at
Fordham University, says it eloquently, ““. . . can a university be
Catholic? 11 the question means: can the university receive the
gift of faith, hope and love? the answer is no. Only persons can
receive the gift of the theological virtues. If the question means:
is the community of the university assisted by the Holy Spirit.
the answer is negative again. Such assistance is guarantzed to the
Church only. For these reasons, theologically and logically it is
no more pcssible to speak about a Catholic university than about
a Catholic state.”” '8

181 adislas M. Orsy, S.J., 4 Catholic Presence, (America, V. 120, April 5, 1969), p. 397.

85

80



Commentary
William G. Guindon. S.jJ.

Dr. Kelly’s thoughtful paper has rounded out the discussion
of last evening, by presenting some further aspects of the present
situation regarding Catholic colleges. He has added. beyond the
comments of Dr. Ford and others, still other particulars of these
twentieth-century developments in Church-related Christian edu-
cation. It would still seem appropriate, however, to clarify and
distinguish even further several of the areas upon which Dr. Kelly
has touched.

First of all, I think we should attend to the fact that this dis-
cussion is being carried out on at least two levels: the theological,
or motiva’ional, level, and the institutional, or administrative,
level.

The theological level embraces, among other things, the aims
of the founders, whether church elders, members of a religious
order, or Christian layfolk; on this level, in many, if not all, de-
nominations, we see the gradual shift in emphasis from explicit
indoctrination to academic presentation, coupled with heightened
awareness of the value of giving witness. We note the strong
trend, as faculty and administration have become better educated,
to place witness (and pastoral service) ahead of instruction in
orthodoxy. (In this connection, Vatican II merely recognized
and blessed what was already a strong and healthy ftrend in
Catholic education.) We can decry, also, a strong thread of re-
evaluation of the means and modes of witness in academe, with
professional competence being placed ahead of administrative
control and other types of ministry (pastoral counselling, inner-
city educational projects, and the like) ahead of the more iradi-
tional roles of institutional education.

On the other hand, at the institutional level, there is the
natural development and evaluation of the educational institution
in itself and especially in the self awareness of administrators,
governing boards, faculty and students; oftentimes this progress
is slowed, or made uncomfortable, by the siower evolution of
alumfli, friends, and public supporters. One aspect of this growth
is the increased awareness of the role of the governing board (I
speak particularly of Catholic institutions, but the phenomenon
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is probabiy ecumenicali) as servants and stewards of a public
trust. Rejecting a more simplistic view that linked church and
ccllege more tightly than the facts would now appear to have

warranted, these institutions do not so much decide to go secular
(or perhaps become merely Christian, or Church-related, from

parochizl to emplioy Dr. Cole’s four-fold division), they recogrize
with growing clarity inat they have long been such, by the accep-
tance of a civil charter and public support.

Secondly, I believe we ought to note the evolution even of
the theological dimensions of Christian education. This trend is
especially noticeable in the increased emphasis on the specific
roles and values of the pastoral approach (counselling, confes-
sional instruction, apologetics, and worship) as distinguished from
the more scientific, literary. philosophical, and generally academic
stance more appropriate to the classtoom and lecture hall.
Whereas the former once held pride of place in Church-related
schools and then clashed with the latter when the shift was in
full course, it has now yielded the podium to the strictly academic
and enjoys renewed prominence beside the campus, where the
chaplain’s new role has become established.

This conscious shift of emphasis evolved gradually for some
time, but rapidly the last explosive decades. It can be noted in
older faculty and administration, both clerical and lay, but it is
more pronounced in the younger generation of faculty members,
partly because of their broadened previous experience (in the
secular graduate schools) and partly because they have rethought
tiie relative values of preaching (propagandizing) and of giving
witness (as a Christian professional, sometimes as a hyphenated
minister!).

A third, and final, area in which distinctions are, I believe,
necessary and attention warranted is that of the legzl and corpo-
rate disentanglement of the institutional and religious structures.
This is an interesting development in Catholic (and especially
Jesuit) colleges and universities in America.

In this connection, the first aspect of note is the evolution
of the mind-set of the religious group, from the ‘““‘own and oper-
ate”’ mentality to that of the management of a “public trust.”
The manifold consequences of this change of outlook have
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included a necessary rethinking of governmental and economic
structures in the Catholic college.

The former mode (“own and operate’), which has now
disappeared from many of the larger (Catholic) institutions saw
ecclesial and academic administrations identified in the same
persons, and usually entailed a unified system of accounts and
ownership, whereby the property of the sponsoring church or
order was merged with that of the institution. The latter usually
survived its financial crises by reason of the contributed services
of the faculty. The religious or clerical faculty members received
only support, and the difference between their suppori and their
hypothetical ““book’ salary was their ““contributed service;” with-
out this financial contribution and often a corresponding one by
low-paid lay faculty, many institutions would not have survived
to this day. I am sure that, at the corresponding points in the
evolution of Protestant colleges, similar contributions must have
been of critical importance.

This mingling, however, of the properties belonging to spon-
soring groups and to the institution is neither tidy nor prudent in
days of shrinking or aging religious manpower and of rising costs.
In Jesuit institutions, at least, to speak about that with which I
am familiar, and I realize that all schools have met this challenge
in the past, the trend is rapid towards a clearer separation of
accounts, support, and control.

Sometimes this separation takes the form of ‘‘separate in-
corporation,” or ‘“‘dual incorporation,” or ‘“‘community incorpo-
ration,”” wherein the religious community is established legally
and financially as a charitable corporation under civil charter,
separate from that of the institv”ion. Formerly merged accounts
are separate, salaries for the religious are paid to the community,
which in turn pays to the college for its use of college property
and services. An explicit gift, corresponding to the ‘‘contributed
service’’ is made by the religious community to the institution,
retaining its role as a living endowment.

Motivations for this development, in Jesuit schools at least,
is quite varied, stretching from the desire to be free for more
pressing pastoral obligations to a resolve to improve the direction
of the educational institution, by broadening the responsibility
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and membership of its governing board. The aim is not neces-
sarily to abandon any institution (indeed it does not necessarily
mean any lessening or religious membership on the institutional
board. although this is most often the case), ncr is it merely
protective of the financial status of the community (for instance,
to ensure pensior. or retirement support in communities which
have a growing proportion of the elderly, ill, and retired), al-
though all these motives have some weight. Other chains of
reasoning place weight upon this separation of structures as a way
of freeing the institution for new directions and experiments,
which might not easily win ecclesiastical approval, and as a means
of protecting the religious community from undeserved backlash
arising out of institutional misadventures.

In conclusion, it must be admitted that very many elements
of church-related education are in flux today, particularly in
Catholic and Jesuit circles. The situation is hardly less confusing
to the religious themselves than it is to the general public. Perhaps
it will help to keep distinct the levels of theological and institu-
tional change, as we strive to sort out the evolving relationship
between church and college. Father McGrath’s paper on separate
incorporation, to which Dr. Kelly refers, was indeed a helpful
clarification of this relation,. but it neither is nor should be inter-
preted as an obliteration of Church-relatedness. New modes of
witness and service are very much called for, and America needs
a religious voice in education, as it needs the freedom, in some
institutions at least, to give appropriate attention to all areas of
religious thought and their implications in human life.
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Neo Monachism:
A Coming Role for Church-Related
Higher Education
Wesley A. Hotchkiss

I would like to propose for our edification and delight that
the coming role of the church-related undergraduate college of
the liberal arts and sciences will be essentially monastic. I offer
this not as a despairing relegation of the church college to irrele-
vant oblivion, but as a great aspiring hope for a new, desperately
needed form of higher education for our time. Perhaps I am
needlessly shouldering the weight of a discredited symbol, but I
know of no other symbol to express the desperation I feel for a
new definition of higher education. 1 am proposing this in great
seriousness and urgency.

If the monastic symbol is a bit ponderous for this purpose,
let us try to extract the germinal concept and reinvest it in con-
temporary times. At its best, the monastic movement, at least in
its cenobitic forms, was the effort of an intentional community
to seclude itself from temporal concerns in order to devote itself
to religion. This was a rather drastic response to overwhelming
and pervasive forces in the general social situation. The present
role of the church-related undergraduate college of the liberal arts
and sciences is in a disturbingly similar situation with respect to
the technological society in general and to the educational estab-
lishment in particular. The college may be compelled toward a
form of neo-monachism if it is to pursue seriously its historically
proclaimed goals of liberal education. For anyone seriously to
propose such a role, there must be a rather gloomy evaluation of
the state of the general society. I admit to being basically gloomy
as I contemplate the erosion of the essential spirit of man
under the depredations of unlimited an2 continual technological
progress.

I have plenty of distinguished company in my gloomy
anaiysis of the predicament of modern man. The late Paul
Tillich said it in cne much-quoted reference to ““the self-sufficient
finitude.” Others have elaborated his analysis with volumes of
perceptive data. Jaques Ellul, the French lawyer, uses the word
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““technique’ to describe this autonomous value system which
rolls along “*according to a process which is causal but not directed
to ends.” He goes on to say.

“Modern man’s state of mind is completely dominated by technical

values and his goals are represented only by such progress and happi-

ness as is to be achieved through techniques.”

The power of our technology is symbolized in The Bomb.
but this is the eternalized and dramatically visible kind of tech-
nical power. The more subtle kind of power is the total domina-
tion over the mind and spirit of man in which our human freedom
as spontaneous., creative, unorthodox. unique individuals disap-
pears. As Elul says: ““When power becomes absolute. values
disappear.”™

This is dramatically illustrated whenever I talk to my
neighbors on Long Island who are the systems engineers for
Grumman. They put two men on the moon by organizing thou-
sands of human beings into systems in which the men and the
machines are indistinguishable. These men have been spiritually
captured to the extent that they really believe these systems can
solve any problem presented to them. and they probably can.
As Apollo 12 was streaking toward another moon landing, the
Wall Street Journal reported on the bitter struggle inside NASA
between the engineers and the scientists. The engineers had so
totally committed themselves to the techniques of getting there
and back that they could not understand those scientists who
think the purpose of going there was to extend knowledge. For
the engineers, the systems are ends in themselves. The power of
technique is absoijute, but its values have disappeared. We have
the illusion that we can direct our technique toward selected ends
and purposes, but actually the process itself is causal and the
values have disappeared.

The contemporary university is the heart {or should we say
the computer center) of ‘““the self-sufficient finitude.”” Among the
recognized leaders of the established universities there is a con-

sensus expressed by former President Perkins of Tornell in the
opening sentences of his book, The University in Transition:

The university has become one of the great institutions of the modern
world. In the United States it is central in the conduct of our na-
tional life. It is the most sophisticated agency we have for advancing
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knowledge through scholarship and research. It is crucial in the trans-
mittal of knowledge from one generation to the next. And it is
increasingly vital in the application of knowledge to the problems of

modern society.

This statement by James Perkins is one of the most humane
I have found as a rationale for the modern university, but its
assumptions are that the university is a sophisticated agency to
serve the self-sufficient technology. Clark Kerr’s definitive work,
The Uses of the Mulriversiry, reflects the same rationale and the
title of his book says it all. It cannot go unnoticed that both of
these men, the ablest protagonists the universities have, are
casualties of the student revolt.

One of the most noteworthy ironies of our turbulent times
is the question of the relevance of the university, and I think this
helps to sharpen the dilemma. The situations in which the student
revolts have been most effective in bringing these massive systems
to a grinding halt have been those in which the students have
egathered around the irrelevance of the university. The irony here
is that the university has become, in Perkins’ words, ““one of the
great institutions of the modern world” precisely because it has
proven itself to be the most relevant system ever devised for the
technological society. It is the relevance, the soul destroying,
efficient, totally rational relevance of the university that has
brought it into mortal struggle with the “new generation’; those
people of all ages whom Daniel Bell classifies as having an
apocalyptic rather than a technocratic orientation toward the
future. It is the relevance of this ‘“‘sophisticated agency for
advancing knowledge through scholarship and research’ that
makes it a threat to our humanity as spontaneous, valuing persons;
and it is at this point that it is being challenged.

The challenge is in the form of an anti-rational revolt, a
revolt agzainst the assumption that all of reality can be perceived
as objects—including man himself—which can be ‘““understood”
and therefore manipulated. The whole message and life-style of
the apocalyptic generation is directed against these ‘“‘uses of the
multiversity”™ by the self-sufficient finitude of our technology. It
is at this point that the university gets tense and defensive because
it knows that its lifeline to the technology is being threatened.
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What is involved here is no mere student revolt but a proieon
clash of cosmic proportions over the soul of our society.

It 1s at this point that the cruelest irony of all appears when
that great intellectual. Spiro Agnew, emerged from the citadel of
our technology to defend the university from the effete snobbery
of the long-haired barbarians. If I were a university president, I
would be more offended by Agnew’s friendship than by Abbie
Hoffman’s enmity. 1 can visualize that great Armageddon for the
university with Reagan and Agnew standing back to back defend-
ing its parapets; and that is irony honed to its finest edgc!

But the university is expendable. If it appears that the
effete, long-haired snobs may actually interfere with the univer-
sity’s total relevance to the self-sufficient finitude, then the
university may have to go. The centrifugal forces of more and
more complex specialization in the university are preparing the
way for its dismantling and transferring to the technology. As
the university gets more specialized, its specialties get more
independent and autonomous, with the heads of departments
making their own contracts with the military-industrial-govern-
ment complex, preparing the way for the dismantling of the
university. This will be the form of “‘external integration’ of the
university’s functions which James Perkins described in the
collection of essays edited by Logan Wilson and published in
1965 as Emerging Patterns in Higher Education.

Fortunately, the technology is ready for this evenv.uality.
The great industrial giants already have their ‘‘universities” in
such places as Sterling Forest, the Research Triangle, Brookhaven,
and others. If the apocalyptic generation really threatens to
interfere with the ‘““uses of the multiversity,” it would be a simple
matter to transfer the function directly to the military-industrial
complex where ““scholarship and research and the transmittal of
knowledge™ could proceed without the interruptions of the
apocalyptic generation. [ think this is a very real possibility and,
at the modern rate of social change, it could be accomplished
within President Nixon’s administration.

Most of the analyses of the “‘university trouble’ I have read
continue to search for new techniques of organizing and admin-
istering and governing the university, as though we could keep
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the university from flying apart if we could just improve the
system. Few of the analyses confront with honesty the magnitude
and depth of the conflict between the “‘uses of the multiversity™
and the value system of the new generation.

This is the social. economic, and political context within
which [ propose a neo-monastic role for the church-reiated
college. The university is expendable if its atavistic remnants of
a value system get in the way of its technological relevance.

Of course. we would be naive if we did not assess accurately
the tenacity of such an enormous burecaucracy as the university
systems. When challenged, they will demonstrate an extraordi-
nary will to survive. The first erosion will be in the physical
sciences which have their most immediate relevance to the self-
sufficient finitude. The university will go more heavily into the
behavioral sciences, and it will demonstrate its relevance in these
disciplines by going more to psycho-social techniques which also
are among the “‘uses of the multiversity.”” But this adaptation on
the part of the university will further enhance the new monachism
of the private college of general education.

If 1 have sufficiently described the Orwellian horror, let us
turn to a description of the lineaments of the neo-monachism in
higher education. First, let me say that if I have overemphasized
the gloom of the present situation, I have done it as a Christian.
It is out of this context that the theology of hope arises. It is
only in the anguish of our ‘‘sickness unto death’ that the Great
Physician arrives with healing in His wings. Let us consider the
outlines of this form of education from the standpoint of an
adaptation of the classical definition of monachism: ‘‘seciuded
from temporal concerns and devoted to religion.”

The “‘seclusion”™ of the church-related college will be more
spiritual than physical. Given the overpowering dominance of
technique, some form of secluded sheltering of the spirit and
intellect is necessary. If the university has succumbed to the
dominance of technique, as I believe it has, then the college of
humane learning must necessarily find ways of secluding itself in
a wholly different style of life. Here we must draw a distinction
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between seclusion and isolation. The seclusion of the college in
order to devote itself to a radically distinguished educational
experience does not mean isolation from the self-sufficient fini-
tude. Rather it means a spiritual seclusion in order to confront
the technology more skillfully and cogently with the values which
it hopes to ignore. It could be a seclusion in order to prepare
people to participate in the technology and survive as free spirits.
It would be an educational experience in self-awareness that
would prepare a person even for a career in the military-industrial
complex. In tl’s sense it wo:ild be in the highest tradition of
thirteenth-century monachism. The objective would be to provide
young people with survival skills. or in the words of Henry David
Aiken: “In a world in which all moorings have been washed
away, what the student needs nowadays is not an anchor. for
which he no longer has any use, but a pair of compasses. a strong
keel, and a first rate set of pumps.”

The svrmbolism of the campus needs to be revived as the
place where an embattled force prepares itself for the conflict
against the barbarism of a value-less technology. At a time when
the newest forms of higher education are becoming indistinguish-
able in the metropolis (as. for example. some architectural con-
cepts for new community colleges), the architectural symbol of
the campus is becoming increasingly meaningful for this form of
education. We may have abandoned the ivory tower prematurely
in our scramble to be useful to the technology.

This educational neo-monachism would have a purpose dia-
metrically opposite to the assumptions underlying the “‘uses of
the multiversity.”” If the dominant characteristic of the university
1s to make itself useful to the self-sufficient finitude, then the
purpose of the neo-monachism would be to organize an educa-
tional experience around those values, external to the technology,
which form the basis of man’s freedom as an intuitive. sponta-
neous, creating, valulng creature. There would be only one
subject in such a curriculum and that would be the Self, and all
the disciplines of learning would become the context in which
the secluded community would attempt to understand the ulti-
mate concerns of human existence. This is what is meant by
religion, or, more accurately, ‘‘the religious.” To see each of the
disciplines as contexts for considering the ultimate concerns of
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human existence would be to place values and valuing at the
center of the educational process. This, it seems to me, should
be the distinguishing character of the church-related college.

This has not been the distinguishing feature of the church
college. It is possible to have all the marks of visible piety overlaid
on an educational method and curriculum which have been just as
totally subverted by technology as the public university. It is
even possible to include reiigion as a subject without disturbing
the rational autonomy of those educational systems committed
to techniques. This is zeligion in the interests of public service
and research.

We must observe also that it is not only some church-related
colleges which are attempting to turn toward an educational
concept based on the ultimate concerns of human existence.
Some of the most noteworthy innovations are in private colleges
having no formal church relationships.

The monachism necessary for the development of this con-
cept of education is necessary not only as protection against the
omnipresent technology, but as a protection against the standard-
ized and autonomous educational system designed to serve it. In
order to gain the freedom it needs, the college needs seclusion
from educators as well as from engineers.

The vestigial organizations of church coileges are likely to
be more and more irrelevant because they are based on a cate-
gory—that is, ‘““church-related”—which is no longer meaningful.
“Church-related™ as a category no longer can serve to distinguish
any set of educational institutions. On the other hand, an
organization of undergraduate colleges committed to the educa-
tional implications of ‘‘the religious,”” as above defined, would be
a meaningful category with which to characterize a group of
educational institutions. This common characteristic appears to
me to provide the only viable basis upon which a new relationship
to the church can proceed; in effect, a new monastic order.

Obviously, the presentation of an educational ideal such as
outlined here must be rhetorical and polemical. The operational
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question is the difficult question. How shali this idea become
incarnate in an educational institution? The difficulty is that
there is no single form or method uniquely expressive of the idea.
No one can point to any of the new innovative shapes of higher
education now emerging and say with confidence. This is it!
Neither can we be sure that established traditional colleges are
totally incapable of turning more and more towa:d the ultimate
concerns of human existence as their primary educational com-
mitments. It is the fragility of the idea as it finds form and
content which makes it so vulnerable to the omnipotent technol-
ogy. This is the reason for the new monastic imperative.

The essential commitment is to the process of maturing

self-awareness. Each discipline must be presented as a part of
that process. This is the opposite of the presentation of the

disciplines as bodies of objective data, as techniques for knowing
and manipulating. Education in self-awareness would face the
opposite direction—toward the aesthetic dimension. The data
must not only be known, they must be appreciated and loved
before they can be a part of the process of maturing self-aware-
ness. Instead of being objective, education must be subjective.

An educational er¥perience of this kind can be arranged only
by selecting a group o1 scholars and teachers and administrators
who believe in it passionaiely and are willing to run the profes-
sional and vocational risks necessary to the projection of this
kind of institution.

The difficulty of projecting this kind of educational experi-
ence is great in each of the disciplines, but perhaps some of the
philosophical difficulties are more immediately apparent in those
disciplines most essential to thc autonomous technological soci-
ety; namely, the sciences. A little deeper inquiry, of course, will
show that any discipline can be presented either way, but the
sciences are most identified with a body of empirically derived
data. How can the sciences as disciplines be turned around to
provide a context for maturing szlf-awareness? The first answer
is that scientific inguiry must first be based on a process of valu-
ing. Truth, in this sense, is a human value to be loved passion-
ately, not a body of data once-for-all delivered. Awareness and
appreciation of the world around us comes through valuing the
truth about the world.
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For example. my academic discipline is geography. much
neglected in general education but highly useful to the self-suf-
ficient technology. When I finished graduate school twenty years
ago. I was eager to put my discipline to use either in one of the
many branches of regional and urban pianning or in teaching. At
that time I would have used or taught geography as an earth
science. If 1 were to teach geography today., I would treat it as
aesthetics. In general education, geography is earth appreciation
and it should be presented as a process of self-awareness just as
music appreciation or art appreciation. It is not enough to know
about the Ninth Symphony of Beethoven. one must learn to
experience the Ninth Symphony. Similarly, it is not enough to
know about the earth. One rmust experience the earth and value
it passionately. Indeed. experiencing the earth is the first step
into valuing zall the physical and biological sciences, and to their
internalizing into a process cf self-awareness. This is the peda-
gogical reason why, at Prescott College in Arizona, the freshman
orientation 1S an extensive training for a wilderness experience,
part of it in solitude.

This aesthetic dimension of the sciences is the only real hope
of unifying and integrating a curriculum. There is no hope of
integrating disparate bodies of data which are functioning under
their own autonomous laws of the Technique. No amount of
“interdisciplinary courses’ can hold these data together. They
can only be broughi together by turning them around to face
each other through their common aesthetic dimension. If they
are turned around, all their forces are centrepetal, in self-aware-
ness, and they cannot be separated.

The subversion of the behavioral sciences and the humanities
away from the purposes of self-awarencss has becn more subile
than in the physical sciences but none the less real. They too
raust be centered around their aesthetic dimensions before they
can be a valid part of this self-educative process.

What we are describing is the educative opposite of the self-
sufficient finitude. This is really “‘the religious’ in education, and
this is where the church-related college should distinguish itself.
I see no other possible distinction. Organization of colleges around
this idea of education would be most useful hoth for protection of
the new monachism and for mutually supportive appreciation.

a8
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Commentary
Harold H. Viehman

I was apprehensive as Sam invited me to respond to a paper
that Dr. Hoichkiss was toc prepare. Generally, over many years
now, | have found that we have shared common ccnvictions, and
resuliing commorn involvements in higher education. Wes and I,
if anvthing, have found itoo li‘:le to argue about.

As I read his paper, I foui:d orce again that Dr. lHotchkiss
nad contributed to my thought, stretching imagination ang vicion,
1o embrace a new vicw of the church-related college or university.
But this time, I think he’s gone a bif too far and so I want to
challenge him and seek modificaiicn at o number of points.

As respondeni 1've been constrained tco ask:

1. Do I really agree with the analysis presented in the
first five or six pages?
2. Do 1 reailv believe he has oiffered any reasonable and

useful suggestions to meet the situation he describes by
his analysis? Has he described the useful church and
college relation?

I make my comments with these questions in mind.

I’'m grateful for the sharp focus Wes gives to the seeming
inexorable pressures of the technolcogical on our scciety, and
especially upon our colleges and universities. I, too, speculated—
that, once the processes were set in motion, we undoubtedly
would have had our two moon shots even if the country at the
time had been invaded by some alien forces! Such seems to be
the inexorable quality of the technical, set amidst riots, hunger,
and conflicts of infinite variety.

But I confess I'm also impressed with the systems develop-
ments that combine human skill and capacity in such exacting
designs, as to make precision moon landing possible, and I'm eager
to explore their possible uses as models for services for human
welfare and dignity.

While I'm aware of the dangers which lead to the gloom of
Dr. Hotchkiss’ paper, I want to press for the necessity of working
in and through rhe new systems, seeking to redeem them from
dehumanizing mechanistic characteristics—rather than abandon
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them to their own ends by a system of planned withdrawal. I
don’t want to argue with what Dr. Hotchkiss wants to do, but
with the way he wants to do it.

I’'m encouraged in this direction by what I believe I see in
the contending student to whom Dr. Hotchkiss points. They, too,
as he points out, are reacting and are recognizing the limits of the
purely rational. I also believe that they are sufficiently vocal to
begin to bring their cconcerns to the top of the societal agenda.
I believe this is coming faster than we recognize in a society which
is increasingly political, as Dr. Kelley pointed out. and in which
1t will soon be difficult to outvote the rising generation. Further-
more, they are the manpower source really needed by the tech-
nological system!

Dr. Hotchkiss and I are agreed that there are discernible
forms of a new value system emerging, and, as he says, it is
probably on the fringes of our higher education enterprise. With
this I also agree.

When he continues—‘‘but it (the new value system) is there
in such fragile form that it nieeds the shelter of a monastery,” —
we disagree.

I'm simply firmly convinced that his method is not a live
option for our day. I’m convinced that the character of our
Interdependent society, and especially the necessity for arriving
at new ways of extending our ethical insights to include new
corporate structures—requires that our new value system be born,
and grow its own essential character, in the midst of the mael-
strom. What we need cannot, in my judgment, be developed in
the neo-monastic style which Dr. Hotchkiss suggests. The struggle
to place value and valuing at the center of the educational process
must be carried orr with the technologists and all their allies in
the middle of our contemporary world—and primarily by those
who are now in the colleges and universities and related to the
technical processes.

And, I will add rather quickly, aided and abetted by the
churches!

Let me add to this affirmation, and in doing so, try to deal
further withh our theme—patterns of church and college relations.
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In our discussions thrcughout this day, I've been in full
agreement with those who see our problem as definition: 1) of
church; 2) of college; and 3) of relation. [’ve tried to suggest that
I believe wz are at one of those historic moments where all the
inherited images of the church as an institution established in
power in our society are useless.

The church has been so truly dis-established in our lifetimes—
(though the process began over 500 years ago )} that we cannot use
the accustomed ways of thinking about the church, the clergy or
the Christian stvle of life. I firmly believe that our situation is
much more analogous to that of the first three centuries before
the Constantinian embrace, than to anything that has existed
since that time. We must learn to rethink our life and our role
as churchmen in terms of patterns of influence, and not patterns
of power, in terms of useful and carefully planned service, and
not prestige or status of any kind.

Such a church cannot be the proprietor for any major or
even minor institutions of our society and culture, including
schools and colleges. But such a church might well be of excep-
tional service and usefulness, as supportive ally of all types of
higher education, public, private and some which should continue
to be known as ‘“‘church-related.””> And, the concern of the church
should be broad enough to encompass all the growing variety of
institutional forms by which men are and will be educated.

The commitment should be deep enough to provide the
disciplined persons capable of making the necessary contribution.
This requires preparation and skills that we have not really
required of the major servants of the church. It requires research
and preparation in which the church has not seen fit to engage
until now.

It is one of the ironies of the age that our youth think the
church is irrelevant at precisely that moment when these same
students are raising the issues to which our faith and heritage
speaks most clearly. QCur problem in the church is not irrelevance,
it is Incompetence, an inability to think and speak clearly in
social ethical terms to the complex world we’ve created. We are
strong in pontificating. We can make moralistic pronouncements
on most any problem, without any basic understanding of the
problem or the steps to any honest solutions. The world is not
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waiting for one more pronouncement. These dc not illumine the
real situation, and the world acknowiedges in the church no
meaningful authority.

I believe the world is hungry for disciplined persons, ready
to live seriously, insightfully, imaginaively into the complex
human situations, and will not stand off from any church partic-
ipation professed in this way.

I say the church must enter upon this wherever men are
being educated. But what about the possibilities and need to
accomplish this through church-related colleges or universities?
In this regard let me try one more definition of what I believe to
be an answer to the claims to uniqueness so bantered about today.

I do not believe that church-related institutions are ‘“‘unique,”
or should seek to be ‘“‘unique.”” I learned from Liston Pope at
Yale that one should always seek to uncover the comnfisuration
by which various factors are related in any given institutional or
social situation. One does not seek merely to enumerate all
factors, or seek the dominant ones, but to study how they inter-
relate. What is the pattern, and what change of one or two factors
in that pattern might alter, radically, the whole situation?

With this way of thinking, I then turn to the ‘“‘theology of
the race track,” and suggest that all I can claim for the church-
related institution is better odds—a gresater likelihood that the
configuration of forces might be made to serve ends consistent
with the public good as understood and informed by the value
insights of the Christian tradition.

I relate to forty-six United Presbyterian colleges and univer-
sities. Each rnust be understood in terms of: location, history,
dominant leadership past and present, student constituency,
faculty constituency, financing constituency, and the good and
ill found in church relation, past and present. What is possible
and likely depends on the configuration of these and more.
Church relationship is important, but oniy as one of the deter-
mining configurative factors.

My real options for working with those institutions which
are church-related are simply different, and in most instances
filled with greater possibilities than in working with public
universities. Consequently, the relations of the church are of a
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different essence. But, they are not fixed or static. Therefore,
for me to treat them normatively or definitively is to misunder-
stand both the role of the church and the nature of the college.

I believe the church must seek to relate to colleges and
universities to increase numbers of persons capable of dealing
sensitively and in an informed way with our society. The church
must understand that in every possible way it must continue to
help colleges and universities to carry forward this function for
the good of mankind. It must establish new patterns far less
formal and ceremonial, for doing this in its own related colleges.
It must dc this as it is able in all education. The relation should
be understood in functional rather than formal terms and must be
multiform. It focuses upon fixing the valuing function in the
midst of the higher educational enterprise, as Dr. Hotchkiss
recommends. It utilizes every option it has for doing this in
public education. It utilizes some greater options for doing this
in church-related colleges and universities. But, it seeks to help
all education fulfill this function in the midst of the maelstrom
we call contemporary society and avoids the temptations to
withdrawal.
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Summ=ary Statement
Alfred ¥. Horrigan

During the past several years there have been recurring dis-
cussions in the meetings of the Comr...ssion on Religion in Higher
Education of the need of a conference dealing with the contribu-
tion of church-related higher education to the public good. The
underlying theme of these discussions was that, while there have
been a variety of studies, cornferences, and reports concerning the
value, needs, and future prospects of church-related higher edu-
cation, most of them have approached the topic from the view-
point of the colleges themselves or the sponsoring churches.

It was felt that there had been inadequate attention to the
role of the church-related college precisely from the viewpoint of
the public good. The question that needed further exploration in
depth, it was suggested, was, “What would be lost in terms »f the
public good if the programs of the church-related colleges were
to be substantially reduced or even phased out altogether?” The
Commission agreed that it would be eminently worthwhile to
organize a conference with such a theme.

Accordingly, this conference was structured around four
principal position papers. For the purposes of this report, I shall
limit myself io a review of the broad themes of the position
papers and the pattern of reactions which seemed to emerge.

The background paper for the conference, a historical review
of American church-related education prepared by Dr. Charles E.
Peterson, Jr., called “Whence Before Whither,” was the subject
of the first evening’s discussion.

One of the most provocative themes of Dr. Peterson’s paper
is a comparison between the evolving philosophy of the United
States Supreme Court and the evolving philosophy of American
church-related higher education. He provides the following sum-
mary of his approach:

I have attempted to say that the inner vision of the church-related
college, like the inner vision of the Supreme Court, has been discerned
more clearly in the evclutions of the colleges and universities under
the control of the church than it has been through carefully worked
out enunciations of principle. But there has been a vision, however
ineptly articulated, which has guided men and institutions down to the
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present time In higher education. Further, like the inner vision of
the court about the future America, the vision of church-related higher
education has been modified by design and by chance, by geography
and by custom, by bigness of vision and by smallness of spirit in the
lives of individuals. Through these modifications the vision has been
adapted to the realities of our lives and to the wishes of the people,
just as the court’s vision has been and is being modified by daily events
and by public acceptance and rejection. It matters little how ill-guided
the modifications have been; the vision did bend and become flexible
and living—and that is important.

It is important, too, that we not approach the discussion of *““The
Church-Related College and the Public Good™ with a mea culpa com-
plex born of the painful examination of the factors of our history as
institutions. It is entirely possible that the church college and its
parish counterpart could not have matured other than they did, evolv-
ing as they were as spiritual institutions in an increasingly materialistic
society. It is entirely possible, I think, that the very modifications
which we commonly think of as flaws in the visionn of the church-
related college hold the key to the future role ot the institution in
service to its world. The very responsiveness to local pressures hints
at an institution which cares and which has the machinery to make
care concrete. Its susceptibility to the thinking, even the pressures,
of local personalities suggests that its strength lies in service to men in
individual situations. Its penchant for piety and missionary commit-
ment hints at its capacity for inspiring young people to lives of service
to their world. Our historical flaws may reveal the secret of our future

mission.

Not all of the conferees were equally dispose. .0 accept the
appropriateness of the Supreme Court analogy. Dr. Harry E.
Smith, executive director, Society for Religion in Higher Educa-
tion, expressed the misgiving that the church-related colleges
generally throughout their history have failed to give “‘substantive
meaning’’ to thelir own inner vision, and have not been successful
in defining the distinctive contributions which they believe that
they do or should make to the public good.

Dr. Charles E. Ford, director of the Center for Christian
Higher Education, submitted that the usefulness of the historical
approach to the conference theme is severely limited by the lack
of adequate studies on developments within church higher educa-
tion in this century, particularly since 1941.

Dr. Philip Gleason, associate professor of history at the
University of Notre Dame, pointed out that another serious
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problem in coming to grips with the conference theme from a
historical point of view is that the concept of the ‘““public good™
in the nineteenth century included religious values and interests,
and that it does not do so today.

In the second paper, presented by Dr. Joseph P. Kelly under
the title, “Secularization—Public Trust: The Development of
Catholic Higher Education,’’ a natural evclution from the original
ciosely held denominational institution, usually Protestant, to its
modern progeny. the private, independent college and university
is traced. He finds a similar contemporary development in
Catholic colleges and universities, but points out that, in view of
well-known tensions and revolutionary trends of the present
period in botli church and civil society, there is no biessed
anonymity for Catholic institutions and religious orders as they
make the public transition to secularity.

Dr. Kelly contends that ‘‘Catholic schools have become
public trusts that should reflect the interest, needs, and desires of
a much broader spectrum of people.”” He identifies himself with
the school of thought that maintains that it is the general public
that really owns the assets of church-related institutions. His
main thesis is that church-related colleges are public-private insti-
tutions—public in charters, goals, purposes, governance, faculty,
student, and administration recruitment, and in requests for
pubiic support which are based upon their service to society.

For Dr. Kelly, the above concept of the modern church-
related college is the working definition of ‘‘secularization.’” In
his view, it does not mean a lessening of religious commitment.
He insists that the word ‘‘secular’” in this context should be given
an altogether positive meaning, and that, for example, seculariza-
tion could make a coilege more rather than less Catholic.

The respondents to Dr. Kelly’s paper suggested the need for
more far-ranging studies on contemporary Catholic versions of
church-related higher education in terms of the evolving concept
of the Church proposed by WVatican II’'s Constitution on the
Church and in other subsequent studies.

The third position paper, ““The Church-Related College in
American Society,” prepared by Dr. Charles C. McCoy, addressed
itself directly to the question: “What will be lost to American
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society and the churches if church-related colleges sever their
denominational ties?’” In approaching this topic Dr. McCoy offers
an extremely provocative disclaimer:

Additional misunderstanding arises from the quest for some unique
function which only church-related colleges can perform because of
the Christian faith which informs their life. The search for uniqueness
is probably pursuing a will o’ the wisp, certainly is questionable on
educational grounds, and appears to me as a perversion of Christian
faith. This quest must be discarded before it is possible to see the
contribution of church-related colleges which we can ill afford to lose.

He continues:

These contributions are of this kind: as a countcrvailing power to the
present perils of state domination of educational media; to provide
alternatives to the tendencies toward isomorphism; to take innovative
action in areas of human need; to develop cooperative ventures among
colleges which will contribute to the ecumenical movement and to
wider inter-religious understanding; and to serve as resource cer‘ers
for the improvement of institutonal church policies.

Church-related colleges can, I am convinced, contribute to a richer
mix of diversity and function in American higher education. But there
is no guarantee that all colleges sponsored by churches are capable of
meeting these challenges. . . . I offer no blanket endorsement of
church-related institutions. If they will engage in rethinking of their
roles at the most basic level of commitment, purpose, and social
context, church-related colleges can move toward new self-understand-
ings which will continue to make them too important to lose.

He concludes:

Probably the greatest loss, if the ties between college and church were
severed, would be sustained by the churches. But this loss to the
churches would also be detrimental to American society. To put it
another way, one of the most important contributions which church-
related colleges make to society is indirectly through the churches by
which they are sponsored. Quite clearly, this indirect contribution of
higher education to society through the churches is and can be made
also by public colleges and universities, but the closer the relation,
provided it is not one of control on one side or the other, the greater
the possibilities of usefulness.

In the discussion on Dr. McCoy’s paper there was agreement
that he had raised a point of exceptional importance in challeng-
ing the current preoccupation of many church-related colleges to
justify their mission in terms of a certain uniqueness. Unques-
tionably there are certain semantic hang-ups surrounding the issue.
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It seems clear. however, there is a substantial problem which
deserves top-priority consideration in continuing exploration of
the role of church-related colleges.

Dr. McCoy’s paper also produced a stimuiating discussion
on the topic of the church-related college’s responsibility for
promoting ““social change.” Dr. Gleason, of Notre Dame, warned
of the danger of a ‘““‘new moralism> which consists of little more
than a denunciation of ‘““wicked people.” This type of moralism
begins with the premise that “we” have ‘‘the answers’” to the
great social and moral challenges of our time if we can just
persuade other people to accept them.

The final position paper, written by Dr. Wesley Hotchkiss,
presented the challenging thesis that the future role of the church-
related college should be essentially neo-monastic. His contention
cerived from a concern about the anti-human forces that are
threatening to dominate our contemporary culture. His vision of
neo-monachism caills not for isolation, but for seclusion. He asks
for a new type of church-related education which must be
devoted to the ultimate concerns of human existence and which
seeks a maturing self-awareness. He speaks of the aesthetic
experience of the sciences. He envisions a culmination in qualita-
tive education which is necessary not only for the pubiic good
but for public survival. All these things he sees as the “‘educative
opposite of the self-sufficient finitude.” For Dr. Hotchkiss, this
is ultimately ‘“‘the religious’ in education.

The discussion of Dr. Hotchkiss’ paper developed a criticism
of his thesis as intellectual romanticism which was countered in
turn by his own insistence that what he was pleading for was
really a higher intellectualism. A variety of points were made
which turn on the issue as to whether academic redemption on
the contemporary scene was to be found through seclusion or by
working in and through existing systems.

In perspective it is doubtful whether many of the partic-
ipants in the Wingspread Conference judged that even a broad
consensus had been reached concerning the contribution of the
church-related college to the common good. Most probably
found it instructive that the context and the preoccupations of
church-related higher education today are such that it was
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difficult persistently to foc.is on the announced conference
theme. Provocative questions were asked, and, if few definitive
new answers were proposed, at least there was the feeling that
new lights had been turned on down the avenues of inquiry. Cer-
tainly the conference provided for the participants sharpened
motivaiiois for addressing themselves to the ultimate issues upon
which the future of American church-related higher education
depends. Final judgment, of course, must rest with what I hope
will be the very considerable number of persons who wiil read
and reflect upon the published proceedings of the conference.
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